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ABSTRACT 
In order to become more sustainable, cities around the world have increasingly 
adopted smart growth policies to combat urban sprawl and produce more sustainable 
environments. These principles, when properly implemented, are meant to facilitate a 
modal shift from automobile use to public transit and active transportation, provide a 
diverse range of housing forms, mix land uses so individuals can live, work and play in 
one neighbourhood, and provide a greater sense of livability.  
The Midtown neighbourhood (centered around Yonge Street and Eglinton Avenue) 
is already the most densely populated Urban Growth Center in the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe region. With the introduction of new transit infrastructure, there has been a 
frenzy of new developments and development proposals that will add tens of thousands 
of new residents to the area.  
Using Midtown Toronto as a case study, this research examines how the pursuit 
of ‘smart growth; and the implementation of its key principles has affected resident’s 
perceived sense of livability in Midtown Toronto. This research employs a mixed method 
approach, including questionnaires, policy and report review and development 
submission package analysis, to assess development in Midtown Toronto and the effect 
on residents’ perceived livability. This study used a convenience-based sampling method 
and included responses from twenty-three residents in the neighbourhood.  
The findings of this study indicate that development proposals could add almost 
40,000 new residents to the Midtown Toronto neighbourhood in the near future and that 
the sectors involved in providing the community services and facilities necessary to 
support this growth are severely strained and threaten to become more so as the pace of 
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growth continues. Further, many residents expressed that the level of development within 
the Midtown Toronto neighbourhood is negatively impacting their livability. These findings 
suggest that while smart growth principles are meant to produce an enhanced sense of 
livability for residents, without proper implementation, the opposite may occur. The 
findings from this study of Midtown Toronto demonstrate that smart growth must be 
implemented in a well-planned, stepped manner in order for changes to be absorbed into 
a neighbourhood and in order to allow for the corresponding growth in infrastructure and 
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The Midtown neighbourhood (for the purpose of this study, I have defined the 
Midtown Toronto study area as Duplex Avenue along the western border, Lawrence 
Avenue along the northern border, Mount Pleasant Road along the eastern border and 
Manor Road along the southern border (Figure One)) is already the most densely 
populated Urban Growth Center in the Greater Golden Horseshoe region (City of Toronto, 
2008). However, with the construction of the Crosstown LRT, which intersects with the 
TTC Line 1 subway, growth and intensification have become the new norm, as high-rise 
buildings continue to fill the surrounding skyline. With the neighbourhood’s designation 
as an Urban Growth Center, in the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, and 
the introduction of new transit infrastructure, there has been a frenzy of new 
developments and development proposals that will add tens of thousands of new 
residents to the area in the coming years.  
Adherence to smart growth principles is a necessary step in modern planning 
policy to contain urban sprawl and curb automobile use while accommodating the 
continuing increases in population within an urban area (Miller & Soberman, 2003). 
However, implementation of these principles cannot be uniformly applied across all 
neighbourhoods. It is important to ensure sustainable living and urban environments for 
the future, and also ensure the livability and vitality of neighbourhoods are maintained 
and improved. However, at a certain point, development can cease to be ‘smart’ and 
simply become ‘over-developed’, leading to the ‘manhattanization’ of a neighbourhood.  
 2 
Manhattanization, is defined as the “congestion of an urban area by tall buildings” 
(Merriam Webster, 2021). The term has been used to describe many cities but is now 
commonly used to describe neighbourhoods which have experienced a transformative 
boom of dense and tall buildings (Warzecha, 2014) (Yelaja, 2012). The term aptly 
describes the Midtown Toronto neighbourhood, where the skyline has begun to resemble 
that of Manhattan as high-rise towers continue to fill the area.  
For many decades, development patterns produced relatively low density, socially 
segregated, automobile-oriented communities, which led to deteriorating air quality, 
inefficient use of energy, costly infrastructure maintenance, and traffic congestion (Filion 
& Mcspurren, 2007). In order to become more sustainable, cities around the world have 
increasingly adopted smart growth policies and compact city building to combat urban 
sprawl and produce more sustainable environments (American Planning Association, 
2012).  
The adoption of smart growth policies and compact city building is instrumental in 
combating urban sprawl and producing more sustainable environments (Bibri et al., 
2020). A compact city is thought of as the opposite of urban sprawl, an intensified urban 
form (Kenworthy, 2006). Compact cities employ a mix of land uses promoting different 
activities varied both horizontally and vertically, thereby placing daily needs, such as 
space for living, shopping and working, all within short distances (Vorontsova et al., 2016). 
A counterpart to compact city development is smart growth, which builds on the compact 
city movement with more defined guidelines on how to achieve better urban development 
and life.  
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Smart growth consists of ten principles that aim to protect the natural environment 
and promote development that is both sustainable and provides a high sense of livability 
for residents. When properly applied, the principles conserve resources by reinvesting in 
existing infrastructure, designing and building neighbourhoods that provide a mix of land 
uses within close proximity, promoting the use of active transportation and public 
transportation over automobile use, providing different housing types for individuals at all 
stages of their lives, and producing healthy neighbourhoods where residents can live, 
work and play (Smart Growth America, 2019). 
Implementation of these policies must be carried out in a staged and well-planned 
manner to ensure that the livability and vitality in the area is not negatively impacted. 
Worldwide, there is a push towards fighting climate change, which includes producing 
more compact and ‘smart’ neighbourhoods (Brown et al., 2008). In Toronto, this is being 
achieved through an emphasis on nodal development, creating focal points within the City 
with mixed uses, relatively high density and a focus on walkable, transit supported urban 
form (Fillion, 2007). In Midtown Toronto, the intersection of Yonge and Eglinton has been 
identified as a location to attract office development and high-density housing since the 
1969 City of Toronto Official Plan (City of Toronto, 1969). Over time, the intersection, and 
surrounding neighbourhood, has seen exponential growth in development, largely in the 
form of intense high-rise development. This has achieved the goals set out in the 1969 
Official Plan, however, as the area has continued to increase in density, there has been 
increased pressure on local services, infrastructure and public spaces. It is possible that 
at a certain level, when development pressure becomes too great, a neighbourhood and 
its residents may begin to experience a reduced sense of livability and the neighbourhood 
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may become less ‘livable’. Therefore, if we continue to intensify urban environments, we 
must maintain the areas’ livability and make sure that the character of these 
neighbourhoods is not threatened or compromised, to ensure residents’ lives will not be 
adversely impacted. 
 
Research Objectives and Question 
 The objective of this study is to examine how the implementation of smart growth 
principles in the Midtown Toronto area has affected resident’s perceived sense of 
livability. There is no formal definition of the Midtown Toronto area, as different sources 
outline the area with different streets and roads representing the boundaries. As there is 
no formal definition, for the purpose of this study, I have defined the Midtown Toronto 
study area as Duplex Avenue along the western border, Lawrence Avenue along the 
northern border, Mount Pleasant Road along the eastern border and Manor Road along 
the southern border (Figure One). I selected these boundaries as they encompass the 
intersection of Yonge Street and Eglinton Avenue, which has experienced the highest 
level of intensification in the Midtown area, but also includes surrounding area to include 
a broader range of development levels, housing types and neighbourhood amenities. 
It is important to understand how an areas’ livability is affected as we continue to 
intensify urban environments. We must ensure a neighbourhoods’ character is not lost 
and that residents’ lives are not being adversely affected. In order to investigate this, the 
research question I will address is: ‘how does the pursuit of “smart growth” and the 




 This thesis has been divided into six chapters. The first chapter, Introduction, 
outlines the purpose of this thesis and the research question that will be addressed. It 
also provides a description of the Midtown Toronto area and the current situation within 
the neighbourhood as it pertains to this study. The second chapter outlines the literature 
explored for this study, which is broken down according to key themes and discussed in 
further detail. The third chapter, Research Methods, explains the methodology I employed 
to gather and analyze data. This chapter is broken down into separate sections, which 
further detail how each research approach was used to complete this study. In the fourth 
chapter, Results, I explain and outline the policy that has led to the current state of the 
Midtown Toronto area, summarize the number of units and residents expected to reside 
within Midtown Toronto in the future and outline the analysis. In the fifth chapter, 
Discussion, I present the results from the analysis of the contents of chapters three, four 
and five, which are broken down into key areas pertaining to the Midtown Toronto area. 






 There is a large amount of literature that exists on smart growth and compact city 
principles. This literature discusses how the implementation of these principles is vital to 
ensuring efficient and sustainable urban growth for the future. However, there is a lack of 
literature that focuses on whether the intensity of the implementation of these principles 
can lead to negative effects on resident’s livability. It is important to understand what will 
happen if we continue to intensify urban environments in ways that may impact the areas’ 
livability, and lead to neighbourhoods’ character being threatened and residents’ lives 
being negatively impacted. For these reasons, the intent of this literature review was to 
develop a better understanding of livability as a concept, and the factors that influence a 
resident’s experienced livability. The analysis of these findings is broken down according 
to key themes in the following sections, each of which is discussed in further detail 
respectively.  
 
Defining Livability & Quality of Life 
Literature suggests there is little consensus on the definitions of livability and 
quality of life. Some academic literature suggests that livability is a sub segment of quality 
of life, while other literature defines livability as separate from quality of life. Haarhoff et 
al. (2016) completed a review of municipal policy from multiple sources, which revealed 
that the use and description of livability and quality of life is not uniform in government 
literature either. Through their study, Haarhoff et al. described livability as an urban 
condition derived from a resident’s interactions with their environment and concluded that 
livability is an element within quality of life that is experienced and perceived by residents. 
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Baig et al. (2019) described livability as separate from quality of life given that it includes 
accessibility to public services, neighbourhood design, public transit and urban green 
space. However, Baig et al. do state that livability is strongly connected to the fields of 
sustainable development and quality of life.  
Throughout the literature, there is also no unified definition of livability employed 
due to the complexity of the concept and because it has a multi-dimensional nature. 
Selected literature describes livability in terms of the environmental conditions of an area, 
such as health, safety and affordability (Namazi-Rad et al., 2016), while other literature 
describes livability in terms of the natural amenities in an area, the level of development 
and services and through socio-economic factors (Wang et al., 2020). Zhan et al. (2018) 
discuss the lack of a unified definition for livability and list three examples as definitions: 
livability as sustainability for human living; livability as a quality of life experienced by 
residents of a neighbourhood, area or region; and livability as a standard of living or 
general well-being of residents within a neighbourhood, area or region.  
 
Factors of Livability & Factors of Quality of Life 
Throughout the existing literature, there are different factors analyzed to measure 
and describe livability and quality of life. Through a study of 503 residents of Sydney, 
Australia,, of which 44% were male and 56% were female, Namazi-Rad et al (2016) found 
that subjective perspectives led to six prevailing factors residents used to describe their 
sense of livability: their home, the neighbourhood as a whole, local transportation options, 
forms of entertainment, services available, and work availability. As well, quality of life is 
described using eight major features; a nuisance free environment, a healthy 
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environment, access to proper housing, education opportunities, employment 
opportunities, health services quality, recreational opportunities and amenities. Their 
findings indicated that the most important factor for residents in both livability and quality 
of life was their home, followed by local transportation options and job availability. Zhan 
et al. (2018), through a literature review, instead found that evaluation criteria of urban 
livability typically focus on the physical environment and the socio-cultural environment, 
specifically economic development, urban security, public facilities, traffic conditions and 
urban green spaces. Their research found that economic development is commonly used 
to measure quality of life; however economically developed cities experience high costs 
of housing and living, both of which degrade the level of livability. Satu and Chiu (2019) 
completed a study of livability in Dhaka and focused on livability through seven factors; 
accessible facilities in close proximity, urban green spaces, a pedestrian supportive 
environment, enhanced mobility and transit options, strong social interaction, a sense of 
public safety for residents and overall health. Pukeliene and Starkauskiene (2011) also 
completed a study on quality of life and affirmed that measurements require a systemic 
approach based on identified factors of quality of life and their interrelationships. Their 
study of quality of life highlighted health conditions, security, education, family, income, 
housing, the environment, and accessibility as common factors used to describe and 
understand quality of life.  
As the factors used to describe and measure livability and quality of life vary from 
study to study, this imposes limitations on the ability to accurately compare measured 
livability and quality of life across different neighbourhoods and areas. Satu & Chiu (2019) 
found that the study of density and livability are context specific, making it challenging to 
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universally apply factors to studies in different areas. While the factors utilized to describe 
and measure livability and quality of life varied, they could be typically broken down into 
three realms; natural environmental factors, social factors and built environment factors. 
However, through the literature review, it is evident that without a universal benchmark 
measurement system, both livability and quality of life can encompass different things as 
well as different aspects of each other, creating difficulties in comparing and measuring 
results across different geographic areas.  
 
Focusing on Livability  
 For this thesis, I have chosen to focus on livability over quality of life. As previously 
stated, existing literature does not provide a communally shared definition for livability or 
quality of life. While some literature suggests they are separate concepts, others suggest 
quality of life is a subsection of livability and vice versa. The results of my literature review 
found the concept of livability encompasses quality of life. This is supported by Baig et al. 
(2019) where livability is described as going beyond quality of life, and including aspects 
such as accessibility to facilities, neighbourhood design, safety, security and satisfaction 
within its measurement. The National Research Council (2002) also describes livability 
as including the concepts of sustainability, quality of life, the character of a place and the 
health of communities. They describe livability as an “ensemble concept” which includes 
many different factors and characteristics (National Research Council, 2002).  
Although there is no single widely accepted definition of livability, the definition 
from the 1987 Brundtland Report commendably describes livability as “the ability for a 
community to meet the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
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generations to meet their own needs” (U.N. Secretary General & World Commission on 
Environment and Development, 1987). This is a fitting definition of livability that highlights 
why it is a concept that is important for us to better explore and understand. As described 
by the National Research Council (2002) “it is the very generality of the term that allows 
diverse groups of stakeholders to come together and make livability a public policy goal”.  
A literature review in 2002 by Leidelmeijer, Marsman and Van Kamp found that 
there is no widely accepted framework to study well-being, which both quality of life and 
livability are meant to describe (Van Kamp et al., 2003). Both academic literature and 
government documents use the terms interchangeably as well-being is a central issue in 
research, policy making, and urban development, however, the context and definitions in 
both research and public policy are not constant. This was confirmed by research 
completed by Psatha et al. (2011), who found that differences in spatial areas and cultural 
groups raised different factors as pertinent to quality of life and livability, with many factors 
included in both definitions.  
Given the many sources that use different factors to study and analyze livability, I 
chose seven factors to focus on in this thesis and describe livability. These factors were 
chosen after completing a review of literature on factors used to describe and understand 
residents’ perceived sense of livability. These seven factors are; the neighbourhood as a 
whole, transportation options and availability, entertainment options, service and 
amenities options and accessibility, access to green space, access to and options for 
housing and education opportunities. These factors were chosen as a combination of the 
factors researched and utilized by the authors in the following table. Many of the factors 
in each of the respective studies overlapped with other research completed in the field of 
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livability, therefore the factors that were commonly used were selected to be the focus of 















(1) Crime and Safety, (2) 
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Income, (4) Health and Social 
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Leisure and Culture, (7)  
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Availability of public amenities 
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(1) Available Entertainment 
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Income, (8) Unemployment, (9) 
Education, (10) Leisure 











(1) Quality of Natural 
Environment, (2) Political 
Stability, (3) Healthcare System, 
(4) Accessibility of Education, (5) 
Economic Growth, (6) Personal 
Security, (7) Leisure 
Opportunities, (8) Income, (9) 
Availability of Housing 







(1) Public Transport, (2) 
Community Facilities, (3) Open 
Space and Public Space, (4) 
Sense of Community, (5) Sense 
of Safety, (6) Dwelling Space 





(1) Urban Security, (2) 
Convenience of Public 
Facilitates, (3) Environmental 
Amenity, (4) Convenient 
Transportation, (5) Sociocultural 
Environment, (6) Individual 
Socioeconomic Attributes 
 
Measurement of Livability  
Existing literature is in accord that measurements of livability are often unable to 
fully comprehend and describe the livability experienced by residents of an area. Much of 
the literature concludes that indices intended for measurement of livability do not 
effectively or accurately measure it, as they do not account for subjective views based on 
local environmental conditions experienced by residents (Zhan et al., 2018). Current 
livability indices are based on objective measurement and only account for set factors 
and characteristics. However, in order to fully comprehend the livability of an area, the 
subjective dimensions need to be taken into account (Walton et al., 2008). Studies also 
found that as the subjective dimension of livability is based on personal thoughts and 
opinions, it is challenging to create an index that accounts for all perspectives. Namazi-
Rad et al. (2016) also found that livability measurements can be interpreted differently 
depending on the type of measurement used. For example, safety is considered a key 
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aspect of livability within a neighbourhood but can be measured based on crime rates or 
can be measured based on local residents’ perceptions. Both methods would provide a 
measure that could be used to describe the livability of an area, but each represents a 
different meaning of safety in the neighbourhood. Studies have also shown that a 
resident’s satisfaction with the urban environment and their sense of livability can be 
heavily influenced by a resident’s socioeconomic attributes, further complicating the 
ability to create a standardized measurement of livability (Zhan et al., 2018).  
 
Livability & Amenities and Services 
McCrea and Walters’ (2012) research, completed in Brisbane, Australia through 
qualitative interviews and 400 responses to surveys, suggests residents are not opposed 
to urban densification because of a fear of intensification, but rather out of fear that urban 
livability will be compromised. As neighbourhoods intensify and residential density 
increases, public spaces, amenities and services play an increasingly important role in 
the livability of a neighbourhood (Mouratidis, 2018). Haarhoff et al. (2016) completed 
research on residents’ acceptance of increased residential density and found residents 
were willing to accept intensification, but only if it was accompanied by the appropriate 
increase in the level of amenities and services required to serve the new population. Other 
studies supported these findings, suggesting housing choices and a resident’s home 
neighbourhood selection is more complex than choosing between different densities 
(Lahoti et al., 2019). A study of fifty-seven residents, of which 60% were female, in 
Australia and New Zealand found that residents who choose to live in compact residences 
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and high-rise towers replace the amenity of a backyard with the shared amenity space 
available through local urban green spaces (Allen at al., 2018).  
 
Livability & Housing 
Studies on livability in dense neighbourhoods suggest livability is the result of both 
the quality of housing for residents as well as the quality and quantity of amenities 
available within a neighbourhood (Fassio et al., 2013). In neighbourhoods experiencing 
intensification, the common proposed built form is high-rise residences. However, through 
a literature review of studies on livability associated with specific housing forms, Gifford 
found that residents are less satisfied in high-rise buildings, development of children is 
poorer due to restricted outdoor activity and a lack of space, residents have fewer 
friendships in their buildings and reduced meaningful interactions, and fear of crime is 
greater (Gifford, 2007). As a neighbourhood’s value increases, housing prices increase 
at a much faster rate than incomes, placing residents in financial hardship, which 
degrades livability (Johnston et al., 2016). The study, completed in London, also found 
gentrification and densification commonly occurs in neighbourhoods where ethnic 
minority groups are concentrated, pricing out residents who are typically in lower paid 
occupations and further reducing their sense of livability. This supports the research 
completed by Zhan et al., reinforcing the concept that a resident’s socioeconomic 
attributes can heavily impact experienced livability.  
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Livability & Health 
Studies also report that many of the factors that influence livability in urban 
environments are also closely tied with human health (Sallis et al., 2016). Structured 
implementation of mixed used, compact urban form, can not only contribute to a high level 
of livability but can also promote healthier lifestyles (Giles-Corti et al., 2016). These 
benefits occur when intensification and a mixed use-built form are implemented in a well-
planned manner, which typically leads to a transport modal shift away from personal 
automobiles to walking, bicycle and public transportation use. Ngom et al. (2016) studied 
disparity in access to green spaces and found that restricted access is a factor that can 
lead to lower levels of livability. Urban green spaces are recognized as a key piece of 
infrastructure that promotes well being and improves both physical and mental health, in 
addition to providing space for active recreation (Arivaningsih et al., 2019). In many cities, 
poor planning has led to a lack of urban green space, which has been connected to 
elevated levels of obesity and a higher prevalence of mental health issues. 
Intensification 
 Urban intensification, which focuses new development away from peripheral 
landscapes into existing urban environments, has become a common growth 
management strategy in the planning profession (Neptis Foundation, 2010). It is 
considered to be a combination of two processes, the intensification of built form and the 
intensification of population activity (Bunce, 2004). Both ‘smart growth’ and ‘the compact 
city’ generally include policies about urban intensification, among other policies (Melia et 
al., 2011). In existing literature, intensification is commonly promoted to create a modal 
shift from private automobile use to active transportation and public transportation use 
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(Litman, 2011). It is also frequently described as a means to deliver a form of sustainable 
development (Janssen – Jansen, 2013).  
However, a study completed by Melia et al. (2011) found that while there is 
significant research on urban intensification, specifically the relationship between urban 
form and transportation mode use, there is little direct evidence on the effects of urban 
intensification implementation. A study out of England determined that there are a number 
of contradictions in intensification policies that have led to doubts over whether 
intensification can be used to achieve sustainable development (Williams, 1999). 
Additional review of intensification policies in Europe, the United States, Asia and Africa 
found that in terms of density and land uses, urban intensification alone was not 
necessarily a useful route to achieve sustainability (Williams, 2004). The study found that 
multiple policies needed to be implemented, as prescribed by both the smart growth and 
the compact city concepts, in order to achieve sustainability.  
 
The Compact City 
 As previously stated, the compact city is a counterpart to smart growth. Both smart 
growth principles and compact city principles have become commonly used as a means 
to halt sprawl and improve urban livability (Nallathiga, 2007). Urban sprawl is seen as an 
unsustainable form of development, as it consumes vast quantities of land, promotes the 
use of private automobiles due to the segregation of land uses and places added fiscal 
pressures on local government due to the extent of infrastructure required to service the 
lands (Terzi & Bölen, 2012). To combat urban sprawl, governments have implemented 
policies to produce more compact cities which have dense development patterns with 
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mixed land uses that are supported by public transportation, promote accessibility, and 
provide access to necessary local services and jobs in a close vicinity (Lardier, 2020).  
Typically, the definition of a compact city is centered around population density, 
however, studies have found that there is no uniform definition that defines the 
characteristics of an example compact city (Neuman, 2005). Neuman completed a review 
of multiple literary sources and summarized the features commonly used to describe a 
compact city into fourteen characteristics, however, he found these fourteen 
characteristics could easily be used to describe almost any city. This was reiterated by 
other sources who found “the research results inconsistent” (Hall, 1999). According to the 
Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD), there are three 
characteristics that define a compact city; “dense and proximate development patterns, 
urban areas linked by public transportation systems, and accessibility to local services 
and jobs” (OECD, 2012). However, these three characteristics are general in their 
description and are open to broad interpretation, making it challenging to achieve a 
consensus between multiple parties.  
One of the key benefits of compact cities that is commonly cited is that they 
promote the use of public transportation over personal automobiles, reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions (Bibri et al., 2020). However, studies have also found that the relationship 
between these two factors, compact cities and sustainability, are limited. One study 
determined that while short trips to local destinations by private automobile may 
decrease, specialized destinations still typically required the use of a private automobile 
(Van Diepen et al., 2002). Employment opportunities, specialized stores and unique 
leisure locations were all cited as reasons for individuals to continue to use a private 
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automobile over utilizing public transit, due to the added ease, comfort and travel time 
savings. Other studies reached the same result, and outlined the need for a change in 
personal, household and business mentalities across the public in order to facilitate 
greater benefits to sustainability (Neuman, 2005). The promotion of public transit can 
result in a reduction in automobile use; however, a study of forty-one cities found that a 
ten percent extension of a rapid transit network only resulted in a three percent increase 
in ridership and two percent reduction in automobile use (de Grange et al., 2012). This 
coincides with the findings of Neuman and further highlights the mentality and preference 
of automobile use over public transit use in many cultures.  
 
Smart Growth 
Smart growth consists of ten principles; (1) mixed land uses placing residential, 
commercial, office and institutional developments near one another and within the same 
structure, (2) compact design by building up rather than out and increasing density, (3) 
creating a range of housing options to fit residents of all ages and incomes, (4) building 
walkable neighbourhoods to reduce automobile use and encourage active transportation, 
(5) building attractive distinct communities with unique public art, architectural design and 
inclusion of  historic heritage structures, (6) preservation of open space and unique 
natural features to promote biodiversity and ecological conservation, (7) encouraging 
development in established communities as opposed to greenfield development, (8) 
providing a variety of options for transportation such as public transportation, biking 
infrastructure and plentiful space for walking, (9) ensuring public regulations are 
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conducive with smart growth development, and (10) encouraging community and 
stakeholder collaboration in development (Smart Growth America, 2019).  
Smart Growth principles are designed to combat sprawl and produce more 
sustainable environments (Bibri et al., 2020). The Smart Growth policy framework 
promotes an urban development pattern defined by high population density, walkable and 
bikeable neighbourhoods, preserved green spaces, mixed-use development and 
available mass transit (Resnik, 2010). The goal of Smart Growth principles is to 
accommodate ongoing population growth in a way that protects air quality, provides 
mobility options and housing choice, protects open space, promotes economic vibrancy 
and produces a high sense of livability for residents (Marlow, 2018). This is the opposite 
of urban sprawl, which has resulted in low density, socially segregated and automobile 
dependent communities for decades (Wiewel et al., 1999). Urban sprawl has also led to 
mass land consumption for development and, subsequently, the loss of open space. This 
development form was thought to be cheaper, however, the costs have become apparent 
over time. Urban sprawl has led to high levels of traffic congestion and the requirement 
for sprawling infrastructure to serve the development spread over larger areas. As a result 
of increased automobile dependency in suburban neighbourhoods, there has been 
increased smog and greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) (Mehaffy, 2015). 
In recent decades, a large amount of urban development in Canada has been in 
the form of urban sprawl, typically located at the edges or city centers (Sustainable 
Property, 2012).  However, today, more compact and sustainable forms of development 
have become a priority for Canadians as we recognize the costs associated with ongoing 
development in the form or urban sprawl (Central Ontario Smart Growth Panel, 2003). 
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The push towards sustainable development, in part due to climate change, and the fiscal 
pressures being felt my municipalities, has led to the promotion and implementation of 
smart growth principles across municipalities and Provinces. The Province of Ontario also 
considers it to be a necessary step to ensure the competitiveness of the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe area and to accommodate the projected future growth in the area (Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2020).  
In 1990, the Greater Toronto Area adopted a ‘multi-nodal’ vision for development, 
in which a number of nodes were identified for dense mixed-use development (IBI, 1990). 
These nodes were intended to be developed as multi use centers that promoted walking 
and use of public transit, in comparison to those promoting automobile use. Today, these 
nodes, which are now termed ‘Urban Growth Centers’ in the Growth Plan for the Greater 
Golden Horseshoe (Growth Plan), are still identified. The Growth Plan, under Section 
2.2.3, describes Urban Growth Centers as “areas for investments in regional public 
service facilities, as well as commercial recreational, cultural and entertainment uses”, 
areas to “accommodate and support the transit network at the regional scale and provide 
connection points for inter- and intra-regional transit”, areas “to serve as high-density 
major employment centers that will attract provincially, nationally and internationally 
significant employment uses”, and as areas to “accommodate significant population and 
employment growth” (Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2020).  
In Ontario, another key focus of the Growth Plan has been the implementation of 
policies to create vibrant and complete communities. Smart growth principles align with 
these policies by supporting a balance of housing and jobs, reducing transportation issues 
and providing more employment opportunities. Under the Growth Plan, four key factors 
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are identified to promote the development of complete communities “where people can 
live, work, shop and access services in close proximity” (Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing, 2020). These key factors are; (1) a mix of housing types, (2) a diversity of land 
uses, (3) providing community amenities, and (4) street connectivity. A mix of housing 
types, which aligns with Principle 3 of smart growth, is intended to ensure that people’s 
changing housing needs continue to be met, in the same neighbourhood, throughout their 
lifetime. By providing a range of different housing types, a neighbourhood is able to 
provide housing for senior citizens when they can longer manage a semi-detached house, 
provide housing for young individuals working to afford their first home, and provide 
families with housing options that will work throughout their lifetime (Strathcona County, 
2020). A diversity of land uses, which aligns with Principle 1 and Principle 4 of smart 
growth, is meant to provide local residents with access to all of their daily needs within a 
short distance. By putting residential, commercial, institutional and recreational needs 
within a short distance from an individuals’ home, they are able to walk, bike, or take 
public transit instead of using a private automobile (Nabil et al., 2015). Providing 
community amenities, which aligns with Principle 1 of smart growth, is also intended to 
ensure local residents have access to all of their daily needs within a short distance. 
Community amenities include community centers, parks, libraries and schools. Providing 
easy access to these amenities not only promotes active transportation over automobile 
use, but also reduces the municipal costs of these amenities by providing access to more 
residents, thereby reducing the cost associated with maintenance by spreading that cost 
among more individuals (Onyschuk et al., 2001). Finally, street connectivity, which aligns 
with Principles 4 and 8 of smart growth, is meant to provide greater connectivity, which 
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reduces travel distances and provides more route options for mobility. By providing street 
networks that are highly interconnected, travel time and distance can be reduced, 
promoting active transportation methods over automobile use (Frank et al., 2007). 
 
Criticisms of Smart Growth 
 Although there is a significant amount of literature that outlines the benefits of 
smart growth, there is also literature that is critical of it. Among the criticisms are that 
smart growth ignores consumer desires, increases traffic congestion and air pollution, 
reduces housing affordability, and increases public service costs (Litman, 2018). A key 
criticism of smart growth is that it ignores consumer desires. Smart growth promotes the 
redevelopment of nodes, corridors, highlighted re-urbanization sites, and areas deemed 
of significant importance by the Province (Blais, 2003). In these sites, the primary form of 
development is high-rise to save space and accommodate a larger portion of the 
population growth, which is more affordable for municipalities through building up rather 
than out. However, it is often claimed that most households prefer single family homes 
over apartments and condominiums. A study completed by Sotheby’s International Realty 
Canada in 2018, found that over 83% of families in Canada’s key metropolitan areas 
would prefer to live in a detached single-family home, but only if budget was not an issue. 
A separate study, completed by Price Waterhouse Cooper and the Urban Land Institute 
in 2019, found that while most households preferred single family homes, these 
households were willing to accept smaller lots and/or multi-family housing forms if there 
were travel time or financial savings associated with them (Urban Land Institute & 
Pricewaterhouse Cooper, 2019). Research has shown that while some families do still 
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prefer single detached homes, many others are willing to choose smart growth 
neighbourhoods if they provide incentives, such as nicer urban neighbourhoods, better 
commuting options, financial benefits and easier access to amenities (Blais, 2011).  
One of the key principles of smart growth is to achieve high population density. 
Typically, urban density is thought to be achieved through high-rise buildings, which can 
be appropriate for certain locations, but are not necessary in all neighbourhoods (Bass, 
2004). For example, a 2003 study completed by the Neptis Foundation found many older 
neighbourhoods were able to achieve densities that that were comparable to higher 
density newer neighbourhoods, while still maintaining a low-rise form (Blais, 2003). This 
was achieved because the older areas had smaller residential lots, which resulted in more 
density because there was less distance between semi-detached, row houses and low-
rise apartment buildings. The study also found that some neighbourhoods with more high-
rise buildings did not achieve high densities because the towers sat on large lots with large 
amounts of the lot dedicated to surface parking.  
A further criticism of smart growth is that it leads to more traffic congestion and air 
pollution. Smart growth promotes placing a large population around transit options to 
support transit viability and provide easy access to transit for said population. A review of 
policy and automobile use found that under normal circumstances, when population 
densities increase, overall private automobile use decreases (Melissa et al., 2011). 
However, the study also concluded that while the overall automobile use decreased, 
within the area of concentration, automobile use increased, leading to further congestion 
and local environmental and social problems.  The study concluded that while smart 
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growth reduced overall traffic congestion, within the concentrated area automobile traffic 
intensified due to the higher population density (Melissa et al., 2011).  
The importance of understanding different mindsets in different countries is also 
important when implementing smart growth principles, especially in terms of automobile 
use. In Canada, a study completed in 2010 by Statistics Canada found that commutes 
are longer by public transit than they are by car. The study stated that public transit users 
spent roughly forty-four minutes travelling to work, while private automobile users spent 
roughly twenty-four minutes travelling (Statistics Canada, 2016). The study also found 
that of the 10.6 million individuals who commuted by private automobile to work, roughly 
7 million of them thought public transit was somewhat or very inconvenient. So, although 
smart growth policies place more individuals in close proximity to public transit, this does 
not mean residents will choose to use public transit over private automobile use (Houston 
et al., 2015). This was the case in Portland, Oregon, where a review of public policy found 
that although the municipality aggressively pursued smart growth policies in the 1990’s 
to increase urban population densities, boost transit ridership and decrease automobile 
use, findings indicated that these policies were not effective and predicted that Portland 
area residents would spend four times the length of time sitting in traffic by 2020 and that 
subsequently, smog would be increased in the area by ten percent (O’Toole, 2001). A 
study, completed by INRIX in 2020, of global traffic congestion ranked Portland as the 
14th worst traffic congestion in the United States. The study cited that Portland ranked 8th 
worst in 2017, 10th worst in 2018 and 8th worst in 2019, indicating that the City continues 
to experience some of the worst congestion in the United States (INRIX, 2021).  
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So, although cities may desire to have Hong Kong levels of public transit use, these 
levels would be physically impossible in most American cities due to differences in density 
(Melissa et al., 2011). Without the necessary density to utilize public transit infrastructure, 
the costs of implementation and operation of new projects are too great to fund and 
subsidize through transit revenues and taxes.  
Another criticism of smart growth is that it reduces housing affordability. Many 
individuals have claimed that by reducing urban land supply, the cost of housing 
increases (Green et al., 2016). There is also general consensus that more regulations 
increase development costs (Cheshire and Vermeulen, 2009). However, some have 
claimed that these increased costs contribute to inequality by excluding lower-income 
households from economically productive urban regions (Utt and Cox, 2004). Smart 
growth is typically implemented in areas that have good access to transit, which tends to 
increase housing prices, especially single-family homes, due to a combination of 
proximity to the transit and high demand for land supply. Given that these neighbourhoods 
already provide access to rapid transit, the costs associated with living in that 
neighbourhood are typically higher to begin with. So, when smart growth principles are 
implemented and the neighbourhood begins redevelopment and subsequent 
gentrification, the costs are further increased making it more challenging for lower-income 
households to afford the area (Addison et al., 2013).  
Another criticism of smart growth is that it increases public service costs. It is 
commonly stated that implementation of smart growth principles leads to reduced sprawl, 
which means shorter roads, less distance for major infrastructure, and the need for less 
parking requirements (Marlow, 2008). However, many critics are in opposition and claim 
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that smart growth results in increased public service costs. While this may be true in the 
short-term, the long-term effect has shown otherwise. The initial costs to clean up sites 
and install necessary infrastructure within existing urban areas are high, but these costs 
are reduced in the long-term as the maintenance costs associated are less dispersed 
(Litman, 2018). In addition, the environmental costs associated with reduced greenhouse 
gas emissions are reduced in the long term. A study completed in 2013 found that in the 
long term, CO2 emission reductions from the implementation of smart growth principles 
can be substantial (Wang et al., 2013). 
 
Key Findings 
Through this literature review, it is evident there is no consensus on the definitions 
of livability and quality of life. To better understand both concepts, I reviewed relevant 
literature sources and subsequently chose to focus on livability over quality of life, as I 
believe the concept of livability encompasses quality of life. Reviewing relevant literature 
on livability and its many facets highlighted seven common themes/factors used to 
describe and understand residents perceived sense of livability. These seven factors are: 
the neighbourhood as a whole, transportation options and availability, entertainment 
options, service and amenities options and accessibility, access to green space, access 
to and options for housing and education opportunities.  
Additionally, this review revealed that smart growth principles and compact city 
principles coincide in their aim to accommodate population growth in a way that is 
sustainable while providing a strong sense of livability for residents. In Ontario, these 
principles have been applied in a nodal manner to create vibrant and complete 
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communities, which is in accordance with both smart growth and compact city building 
principles. However, while research indicates that these principles can provide significant 
benefits, there are numerous commentaries that highlight the importance of how these 





In order to gather information on the effects of intensification on a resident’s sense 
of livability, I employed a mixed method research approach. The qualitative methods I 
used are a semi-structured questionnaire, a literature review, and City of Toronto policy 
and report review. The quantitative methods I used include questionnaire response data 
analysis and development submission package analysis. Using a mixed-methods 
approach was appropriate as the effect on livability can be assessed by the quantitative 
data, but given that the study is based around livability, which is primarily a qualitative 
concept, I felt it was crucial to include individual perspectives and experience to fully 
describe and understand the impact experienced in day-to-day life.  
 
Questionnaire 
In order to design the questionnaire, I completed a review of literature on designing 
a questionnaire. Research indicated that minor details in the formulation of questions 
could lead to major effects on the answers received from respondents (Lietz, 2010). Some 
studies found that longer questions lead to more accurate responses, as they stressed 
the importance of the questions (Oksenberg et al., 1991). However, research completed 
by Oppenheim (1992) found that the maximum number of words per question should be 
twenty. Given these findings, I attempted to keep questions under twenty words, but some 
are lengthier in order to better frame the questions. This also coincided with research by 
Foddy (1993), that questions should be kept as simple as possible to avoid what he 
described as a ‘question threat’, questions that are poorly worded and become off-putting 
to respondents. Foddy also stated that respondents could feel stupid or uneducated if 
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difficult vocabulary was used in questions, leading to ‘don’t know’ responses (Foddy, 
1993). In order to counter the ‘question threat’ and avoid responses such as ‘don’t know’, 
I employed simple language and kept the questions as straightforward as possible. Foddy 
also found that using certain words, such as ‘frequently, usually, regularly’ and other 
adverbs, led to inaccuracy among responses given respondents had different 
interpretations of each word (Foddy, 1993). To offset this issue, I did not include any of 
these terms in order to keep the questions as straightforward and unambiguous as 
possible.   
I also completed a review of literature to guide me in the formatting of the 
questionnaire. Research on questionnaire formats found that general questions should 
be placed before specific questions (Lietz, 2010). The reason behind this ordering is that 
research has shown that specific questions have been shown to influence general 
questions, but not vice versa (Bradburn & Miles, 1979). For this reason, the general 
questions, or written questions in this questionnaire, preceded the specific questions, and 
the ordinal rankings. Research completed by Foddy found that longer ordinal scales were 
more appropriate in situations when abstract judgements are desired from respondents, 
while shorter scales, such as a five-point scale, were more appropriate for absolute 
judgements (Foddy, 1993). I chose to use a ten-point scale to allow respondents to think 
of the questions on a larger scale, or in a more abstract form. In order to provide 
respondents on the direction of the scale, from low to high, I included verbal labels as 
anchors at both ends of the scale (Wildt & Mazis, 1978) (O’Muircheartaigh, 2000).  
The questionnaire was split into two parts with a total of forty-two questions. It took 
respondents roughly thirty minutes to complete. In the first section, respondents were 
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asked to provide written answers to questions. These questions, of which there were 
twenty-six, allowed respondents to answer yes or no and then provide a narrative 
elaborating on their answer. In the second section, respondents were asked to provide a 
numeric value from one to ten on an ordinal scale rating each question, with one 
described as strongly agree to ten, described as strongly disagree.  
As previously stated in the Literature Review chapter, many sources use different 
factors to study and analyze livability. Given these findings, I chose seven factors to focus 
on in the questionnaire to describe and assess livability for respondents. These seven 
factors include; the neighbourhood as a whole, transportation options and availability, 
entertainment options, service and amenities options and accessibility, access to green 
space, access to and options for housing and education opportunities. These factors were 
chosen based on the literature review and included factors from the research completed 
by Badland et al., Baig et al., Bramley & Power, Namazi-Rad et al., the National Research 
Council, Psatha et al., Pukeliene and Starkauskiene, Satu and Chiu, and Zhan et al.  
Based on the guiding principles in the literature review, the questions, as designed, 
focused on topics such as Midtown Toronto as an area, transit capacity and experience 
with transit service, shops and entertainment venues within the neighbourhood, green 
space availability, the construction of the Crosstown LRT, the level of infrastructure in the 
area, traffic congestion within the area, housing options and affordability and livability. 
The intention of the two sections was to have a section which could allow respondents to 
include qualitative information they believed was important, including personal 
experience and their own perspective, and to have a section that provided quantitative 
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data to provide a consensus on how individuals felt about specific topics pertaining to the 
Midtown Toronto area.  
 
Sampling Design & Selection 
To obtain different perspectives, I employed a convenience-based sampling 
method. Potential participants were then categorized based on their age and housing 
form, to create subgroups, which allowed me to categorize the study population and to 
obtain roughly equal sample sizes from each subgroup. The factors considered to ensure 
the diversification of the sample group were as follows; 
• Including individuals who range in age, from their mid-twenties to those in their 
sixties; 
• Including individuals who live in different housing types, such as high-rise 
apartments, mid-rise apartments, low-rise detached homes, townhouses and 
semi-detached homes; 
• Including individuals who are currently living in the area as well as individuals 
who have purchased and plan to live in the area; and 
• Including individuals who are property owners and other individuals who rent 
their accommodations.  
Given livability is a subjective concept, it is important to include many different 
perspectives, but also to ensure that no single subgroup plays a more significant weight 
in the discussion or responses than any other subgroup. 
As a resident of the area, I have a number of personal connections, family, friends, 
colleagues and neighbours who live throughout the Midtown Toronto area. Due to 
 32 
COVID-19, I experienced challenges finding additional individuals I could ask to take part 
in the questionnaire. To ensure I was able to include a diverse and encompassing group 
in this study, I employed the connections of my family, friends and colleagues to increase 
the number of individuals I was able to connect with about completing the questionnaire. 
This ensured I was able to gain access to the diverse perspectives of different residents 
within the area. This study sample provided a balance of perspectives which was 
representative of the area’s population and which provided diversity in the responses 
received.  
The study was reviewed and received ethics clearance through a University of 
Waterloo Research Ethics Committee (ORE# 43080). Following the guidance of the 
University of Waterloo Research Ethics Office, I first contacted potential participants with 
an information letter outlining why I was contacting them, describing my thesis topic and 
the questionnaire, how their information would be collected and stored and providing my 
contact information should they have any further questions. Once I received confirmation 
from the potential participant that they were willing to participate in the study, I provided 
a consent form they could fill out to confirm they were willing to participate. Once I had 
the consent form, I provided the respondent with the questionnaire for their completion. 
Of the twenty-six original participants I contacted about completing the questionnaire, I 
received twenty-three responses in total.  
 
Research Design 
 In order to address this study’s research question, I employed a mixed-method 
approach. A mixed-method approach involves the collection of both qualitative and 
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quantitative data in response to a research question (Creswell J.W. & Creswell J.D, 
2018). Qualitative questions provide an open-ended question to respondents, while 
quantitative questions are close-ended in nature. While qualitative methods and 
quantitative methods each have their own merits, employing a mixed-method approach 
incorporates both methodologies and strengthens the results of the responses received.  
As previously stated, the questionnaire employed for this study was split into two 
sections. The first section, qualitative in nature, allowed respondents to provide written 
answers to questions, while the second, quantitative in nature, asked respondent to 
provide a numeric ranking value on an ordinal scale.  
The mixed method design I employed was an Explanatory Sequential Mixed 
Methods Design (Ivankova et al., 2006). By employing two different forms of data 
collection, one quantitative and one qualitative in nature, I was able to use the responses 
provided by respondents in the qualitative section to build on the results from the 
quantitative section. This allowed for a general consensus to be analyzed based on an 
ordinal scale and then compared with respondents individual responses to elaborate on 
the average ranking and highlight descriptions of why residents responded the way they 
did. As livability is largely subjective and based on personal views, this allowed the 
qualitative data to explain and expand upon the quantitative results to provide a better 
understanding. 
 
Policy and Report Review  
To complete a review of City of Toronto policy and reports I used the City of 
Toronto’s online database. I also reached out to City staff for copies of the “Midtown in 
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Focus” study and “Eglinton Connects” study. I was put in contact with Paul Farish, a 
Senior Planner with City Planning, who shared digital copies of the “Midtown in Focus 
Master Plan” and four appendices via the City’s FTP site. In addition, I was put in contact 
with Edmond Wu, a Transportation Planner with the Transit Design and Development 
department, who provided me with a disk containing all of the “Eglinton Connects” 
documents.  
 
Development Package Submission Analysis 
 Finally, to obtain data on the developments within the study area, I utilized the City 
of Toronto Active Development Projects application (City of Toronto, 2021). In order to 
search for active developments within the study area, I first searched for the City Ward 
outlines to identify which wards were within the Midtown Toronto study area. By searching 
by Ward, I was able to identify all active development sites within the study area. 
Once I identified the wards overlaying the Midtown Toronto Study area, I then 
selected each development site, indicated with a small circular marker superimposed on 
the map, within the Midtown study area. This brought up a separate pop-up which listed 
information about each specific development site and its respective application. This pop-
up window provided information about each site including the application number, type of 
application, and status of the application. Within the pop-up, I then selected the 
‘Application Details’ link, located at the bottom of the window, which brought up a more 
detailed description of the application. Through this window, I was able to access 
‘Supporting Documentation’ through a drop-down tab.  
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Once the list of Supporting Documentation came up, I downloaded the most recent 
Architectural Plans which provided the total number of storeys, number of units, 
breakdown of unit types within the development and amount of retail or office square 
footage. When information was not included within the Architectural Plans, I proceeded 
to download the Application Form submitted with the application and the Planning 
Justification/Planning Rationale Report. These documents contained any information 
missing from the Architectural Plans. 
Following review of the supporting documentation for each development, I entered 
the relevant information into an Excel spreadsheet to determine the total number of 
developments and units currently proposed for construction. This figure was then used to 
estimate the total increase in population that the study area will house on completion of 
the projects. I then utilized the total number of units to be built within the study area to 
generate both a high and low estimate of the total number of residents projected to move 
into the study area. This process involved making estimates of the number of individuals 




Policy and Development 
In 2002, the City of Toronto adopted its first post amalgamation Official Plan (the 
“Plan”) (City of Toronto, 2002). Unlike its predecessors, the Plan focused on reducing 
private automobile use and developing a denser, environmentally sustainable and more 
transit-oriented urban landscape. The Plan was a stark difference from the previous 
separate borough’s Official Plans, as it marked a change in planning that aimed to end 
the age of widespread suburban sprawl and focus on building up, instead of out. The Plan 
outlined specific areas where new development growth would be encouraged to produce 
dense, transit-oriented neighbourhoods, one of which was the Yonge and Eglinton area 
(Boudreau et al., 2009). Both the City and Province have identified the Yonge and 
Eglinton area as a Strategic Growth Area and Urban Growth Centre in the Growth Plan 
for the Greater Golden Horseshoe and Toronto Official Plan, highlighting it as a “focus for 
accommodating intensification and higher-density mixed uses in a more compact built 
form”, promoting development in the area (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing, 2020) (City of Toronto, 2016).  
 Following this significant shift in policy, the first major high-rise development was 
built in the Midtown Toronto area. Minto Midtown, a set of thirty-seven and fifty-two storey 
towers located just south of Eglinton on the east side of Yonge, is considered the first 
major condo development that brought intensification to the area (Urban Toronto, 2018). 
Completed in 2007 and 2008, the project was particularly controversial for the 
neighbourhood. The original proposal greatly exceeded the existing height and density 
limits in the neighbourhood. Following rejection from the City, Minto appealed the decision 
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to the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) where the development was approved with 
restricted height and a requirement for capital for community benefits, paving the way for 
greater density and development in the neighbourhood. The Minto Midtown development 
was the first major transit-oriented development in the Midtown area, and served as a 
precedent for future development, laying the groundwork for the revitalization, 
gentrification and intensification of Midtown Toronto seen today. 
 Since the development of Minto Midtown, Yonge and Eglinton, and the surrounding 
Midtown Toronto area, has seen exponential growth in development. This rapid 
intensification has further increased since the announcement and commencement of 
construction of the Crosstown LRT.  
 
Analysis 
Midtown in Focus Study 
 One of the key pieces of City literature I reviewed was the “Midtown in Focus” study 
(hereinafter referred to as the Midtown study). The Midtown study was completed to 
provide a vision and direction on how improvements to parks, open spaces and 
streetscapes should coincide with growth in Midtown to ensure the vitality and sense of 
livability for residents. The Midtown study area generally has the same boundaries as the 
Yonge-Eglinton Secondary Plan, with a few additional streets and open spaces included 
in the study area. The boundaries of the Yonge-Eglinton Secondary Plan are bordered 
by Blythwood Road, Briar Hill Road and Broadway Avenue to the north, Mount Pleasant 
Road and Bayview Avenue to the east, Moore Avenue, Chaplin Crescent and Eglinton 
Avenue to the south, and Latimer Avenue to the west. The Midtown study states that “it 
offers a vision able to articulate a clear direction on how growth can coincide with 
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fundamental improvements to the area’s parks, squares, open space and streetscapes 
to ensure Midtown’s continued vitality and quality of life for its residents, workers and 
visitors”.  
 The Midtown study lists a number of features that make the Yonge and Eglinton 
area uniquely attractive to residents. Two of these features are the abundance of 
greenery in Midtown and the large apartment towers built in the post-World War II years. 
The Midtown study states, “the presence of ‘green’ is one of the most notable 
characteristics of Midtown’s atmosphere and a quality that has attracted many residents 
to the area”, however the Midtown study shows the alarming lack of greenery and tree 
canopy remaining in the Yonge and Eglinton area (Figure Two). The Midtown study also 
states that “the large apartment towers built in the area in the 1950s and 1960s define an 
important aspect of the area’s character” and that “beyond providing rental housing these 
apartment towers with their large setbacks and landscaped areas are a special part of the 
public realm”. The Midtown study continues, stating, “these open spaces were not just 
intended as a setting for buildings, but also to provide spatial relief for the streets and to 
facilitate access through midblock connections” as well as “this urban form defines part 
of the unique Midtown character where public streets and parks work together with private 
open space to form the public realm”.  
 The Midtown study highlights that the greenery and open spaces provided by large 
setbacks and sizeable open spaces on existing properties helps define Midtown’s 
character, however, it also notes that both the greenery and the open space within the 
area continue to disappear. As many properties are redeveloped for new condominium 
high-rise towers, developers aim to build the maximum amount of floor space available 
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on a property. So, many of the existing properties “with their large setbacks and 
landscaped areas” are being redeveloped through infill development, replacing the large 
setbacks and open space with new towers containing additional units, while removing 
green space for residents in the area.  
 Although public urban parks play an important role as recreational spaces, all 
green spaces, whether small or large, play an important role in providing space for 
recreation (Wolff and Hasse, 2019). Nueman (2005) outlined that if residential density is 
higher, there is greater pressure on urban green space, while when residential density is 
lower, there is less pressure on them. This is confirmed by a study by Allen et al. (2018) 
which found that residents were willing to accept the loss of backyard private spaces if 
they were replaced by adequate shared amenity spaces in higher density 
neighbourhoods. Given the green spaces around these large apartment towers continues 
to decrease with new infill development, residents will have to go to larger public parks 
for recreation and access to green space, which can ultimately lead to an overcrowding 
of these green spaces, a decline in the level of service they provide to residents, and a 
reduced sense of livability for residents (Villamagna et al., 2013).  
 Another distinguishing feature the Midtown study highlights as making Yonge and 
Eglinton unique is the existing parkland. The Midtown study states that parkland currently 
makes up 7% of the Midtown study area, with 94% of that space provided by Eglinton 
Park (Figure Three). The Midtown study also states that “Eglinton Park sports fields serve 
important active and passive recreational needs of both the Yonge-Eglinton community 
and the wider district” as one of the limited City-owned sports fields in North Toronto. This 
highlights that the park is not only serving the Yonge and Eglinton community, but also 
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much of North Toronto as a public park. During community consultation for the Midtown 
study, there was a general consensus that there is a need for more park space.  
 To deal with the need for park space, the Midtown study addresses a number of 
ways to supplement the existing parkland. The first is that several new developments do 
have plans for small parkettes, however they have limited space and only simple 
amenities such as small plantings, basic seating, and simple features such as a fountain. 
A study completed in Canada found that green space amenities such as paved trails, 
water areas or playgrounds were preferred by residents and considered more important 
for physical activity than amenities such as fountains or picnic areas (Kaczynski & 
Henderson, 2007).  
Another suggestion in the Midtown study is to open up “publicly owned or 
institutional open spaces such as school yards and church greens” throughout the area 
to the public. While this would relieve some of the parkland pressure in the area, opening 
these spaces during the week remains a challenge, as the spaces are required for school 
activities both during the day and after hours. Opening these spaces during the day would 
also ultimately place children at risk, if the public were able to mix with the children in a 
largely unsupervised manner.  
 The Midtown study also conducted a review of nearby park space to highlight those 
within 5, 10, and 15-minute walking distances from the study area (Figure Four). While 
these parks do offer additional green space, as a resident of the area, these time-distance 
projections under-represent the actual travel time due, in part to having to stop at lights, 
wait for cars to pass and general foot traffic on the sidewalks. If the area is to house an 
approximate additional 40,000 residents, then adults, seniors, children and their pets will 
 41 
all need additional green space in closer proximity, for recreation and relaxation. Having 
to travel twenty minutes to reach a park is an inconvenience for anyone, but especially 
for seniors and those with mobility challenges. Recent studies have shown that access to 
urban green spaces can improve mood, provide stress relief, reduce symptoms of 
depression and lower the risk for several diseases, including depression, cardiovascular 
diseases and asthma (Van Den Bosch, 2018). If we wish to ensure a high level of livability 
in urban environments, it is critical to promote physical activity, psychological well-being 
and overall physical health, all of which can be provided through convenient access to 
green spaces (Wolch et al., 2014).  
It is also unlikely that a parent would be willing to send their children to a park that 
is 20 minutes away, and as the children are unable to play in the street in such a densely 
populated area, having no access to nearby parks or open spaces curtails many outdoor 
activities. Many studies have determined that children tend to fare better academically if 
they have access to open space and natural surroundings (Jacobs, 2018). A recent study 
found that children in greener neighbourhoods have better working memory and that 
access to green space has a positive cognitive impact (Flouri et al., 2018). According to 
the World Health Organization, having access to green space improves overall well being, 
aids in the treatment of mental illness, helps combat mild depression and helps reduce 
physiological stress (Black, 2016). Given these findings, it is imperative that not just 
children, but all urban residents have easy and convenient access to green space. If 
livability is to be maintained, the limited green spaces around Yonge and Eglinton must 
be protected to provide residents with spaces for active recreation and phycological well-
being. However, it is apparent, that with the influx of new residents, those people living in 
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Midtown Toronto will be hard pressed to gain access to local green spaces if infill 
development continues to replace urban green space. 
 
Eglinton Connects Study 
 Another key piece of City literature I reviewed was the “Eglinton Connects” study 
(hereinafter referred to as the Eglinton study). The City of Toronto completed the Eglinton 
study, as a comprehensive planning study, to provide a vision and direction for the future 
of Eglinton from Jane Street to Kennedy Road, given the shifts of its role within the City 
because of the establishment of the Crosstown LRT. For the purpose of the Eglinton 
study, Eglinton Avenue was broken up into twelve segments to facilitate analysis of the 
land. Midtown Toronto falls within Segment 5, from Bathurst Street to Yonge Street, and 
Segment 6, from Yonge Street to Bayview Avenue (Figure Five). Although only a small 
portion of Segment 5 falls within the study area being analyzed for this paper, under the 
“Land Use” section, one of the opportunities highlighted in Eglinton Connects is to 
“consider a transition of height and/or built form to Yonge Eglinton Centre”. Currently, the 
built form drastically changes from low-rise buildings on the west side of Duplex Avenue 
to high-rise buildings on the east side of Duplex Avenue. This same opportunity is 
highlighted in Segment 6, however the section of Eglinton Avenue from Yonge Street to 
Mount Pleasant Road is mostly lined with high-rise developments, providing no transition 
to the lower buildings in the surrounding residential neighbourhoods. This stark difference 
in built form has created a harsh divide between the distinct zones, which does not 
promote a sense of human-scale and is poorly transitioned (Niewenhuijsen et al., 2019). 
According to Jan Gehl (2020), the human scale is one of the most important concepts in 
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urban planning, as a focus on cycling and walking improves the livability in any city. Gehl’s 
approach of urban design focuses on creating walkable environments and vibrant city life, 
by creating a strong interaction between public space and public life (Gehl & Svarre, 
2013). Providing a human scale and well-planned transition provides a better function 
and experience of the public realm for people, thereby contributing to a positive 
experience in the public realm and sense of livability (Gehl, 2010) (Bertlin, 2014).  
 Under the “Greening Eglinton” section of the Eglinton study, the portions of 
Segments 5 and 6 within the study area are highlighted as having little to no canopy 
coverage. The study states there is a “lack of substantial tree planting, except where front 
yard gardens or a residential block setback allows for better tree growth adjacent to the 
right of way”. This lack of tree canopy is also emphasized in the “Midtown in Focus” study 
(in the section titled the “Eglinton Green Line”), which is touted as a “generous park-like 
promenade that addresses the community’s need for open space”. Several studies have 
found that recreational walking and increased physical activity were associated with 
access to green spaces for local residents (World Health Organization, 2016). A review 
of these studies completed by the World Health Organization found loss and degradation 
of urban green spaces can contribute to ‘the burden of disease’ among the population 
due to a lack of positive benefits from green space access. The research showed that 
green spaces provide a number of health benefits, but particularly for children, pregnant 
women and senior citizens. These benefits included psychological relaxation, stress 
reduction, enhanced physical activity, mitigation of air pollution, excessive heat and of 
noise (World Health Organization, 2017). The World Health Organization also stressed 
the importance of providing green connections between larger green spaces such as 
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parks to provide continuous green spaces for stress recovery, recreation and social 
contact, all of which could contribute to a better sense of livability. Given the findings by 
the World Health Organization (2016 & 2017), greening the streets needs to be a priority 
to encourage walking, biking and foot traffic along Eglinton Avenue and provide a better 
sense of livability for residents; however, it should not be considered as a means to 
supplement local parkland.  
 Under the “Travelling Eglinton” section of the Eglinton study, the Yonge and 
Eglinton intersection is highlighted as the busiest intersection along Eglinton Avenue “with 
over 80,000 crossings per day” (Figure Six). As such a high volume intersection, 
additional consideration and planning should be given - such as including a Pedestrian 
Priority Phase (or pedestrian scramble phase) - to facilitate pedestrian crossings in all 
directions (such as those included at the intersections at Yonge and Dundas, Yonge and 
Bloor and Bay and Bloor) (City of Toronto, 2019). The Eglinton study does not address 
the inclusion of a Pedestrian Priority Phase at Yonge and Eglinton. As a livable city 
promotes access and linkages within a neighbourhood and given the increased foot traffic 
that will accompany the opening of the Crosstown LRT; it should be considered a priority 
measure (Lennard & Crowhurst Lennard, 2004). Walkability is the capacity at which 
walking is safe, connected, accessible and pleasant (Shamsuddin et al, 2012). Therefore, 
planners need to create spaces that are convenient and encourage walking, thereby 
making the neighbourhoods more livable. This can be achieved by implementing 
measures, such as a pedestrian scramble at the intersection of Yonge and Eglinton, 
promoting walkability and improving the sense of livability by focusing on one of the key 
intersections in the area.  
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As well, the Eglinton study identifies both Segment 5 and Segment 6 as having “no 
existing cycling infrastructure”. While the study highlights the “opportunity to 
accommodate cycling infrastructure”, the stretch of Eglinton Avenue contained in 
Segments 5 and 6, is only designated as a location with “potential bike infrastructure” 
rather than being designated as a location for “proposed bike lanes”. As accessibility and 
mobility are key factors in livability, ensuring local residents have the necessary 
infrastructure to facilitate all forms of movement, including biking, is crucial (Onderwater, 
2017). Currently there is widespread recognition that Toronto has too many traffic related 
fatalities and serious injuries (O’Neil, 2020). This is the reason the City of Toronto has 
implemented the Vision Zero Road Safety Plan. The Plan states that 14% of road related 
deaths or serious injuries occur for individuals on bikes, of which an average of 99 have 
occurred each year since 2007 (City of Toronto Transportation Services, 2017) (Spurr, 
2020). Given the high number of fatalities and serious injuries that occur to bike riders in 
the City of Toronto, it is not surprising many residents are not willing to use cycling as 
means of transportation around the City. Therefore, if the City and the Province wish to 
promote active transportation (ie. walking, biking, or by any means of using your own 
power to get from one place to another), protected bike lanes should be built along 
Eglinton Avenue (Public Health Agency of Canada, 2014). This will encourage alternative 
forms of transportation and will improve the accessibility, mobility and livability for 
residents in the area.  
As a result of the construction of the Crosstown LRT, both the Yonge and Eglinton 
intersection as well as significant portions of Eglinton Avenue will need to be rebuilt. Given 
that the LRT will replace the Toronto Transit Commission buses operating along Eglinton 
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Avenue, the additional space should be dedicated to active transportation. Providing more 
space for walking and biking and creating easier connections for pedestrians will 
contribute to improving accessibility and mobility, both of which can improve the livability 
for residents of the area (Lennard & Crowhurst Lennard, 2004) (Onderwater, 2017). This 
opportunity would allow the City to make fundamental changes to the streets, however 
the Eglinton study currently does not confirm any plans to prioritize pedestrian traffic 
through the implementation of a Pedestrian Priority Phase at Yonge and Eglinton or bike 
lanes along Eglinton Avenue.  
 
 
Number of Units and People 
As of February 2021, a total of forty-nine developments are listed on the City of 
Toronto Active Development Projects application site (Figure Seven). Eight of those 
active developments are located in Ward 8, thirteen are in Ward 15, and twenty-eight are 
in Ward 12 (Figure Eight). Of those forty-nine developments, two are low-rise buildings 
each four storeys in height, seven are mid-rise buildings ranging from seven to eleven 
storeys in height (City of Toronto, 2018), and forty are high-rise buildings ranging from 
twelve to sixty-five storeys in height (City of Toronto, 2013). The average height of all of 
the proposed developments within the study area is thirty-two storeys. In Ward 8 the 
average building height is twenty-four storeys, in Ward 15 the average height is twenty-
one storeys and in Ward 12, where the majority of the developments are located, the 
average height is thirty-eight storeys.  
 A total of 19,638 residential units will be contained within those forty-nine 
developments. Of those, 1,708 will be studio units, 10,514 will be one-bedroom units, 
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6,302 will be two-bedroom units and 1,351 will be three-bedroom units. In addition, 43,269 
square meters of commercial space are proposed, (the majority of which are located in 
Ward 8 and Ward 12), along with 117,535 square meters of office space, (the majority of 
which is located in Ward 12).  
 In order to build a projected population, I varied the number of individuals that could 
be staying in each unit type to arrive at a high and low estimate of future population figures 
(Figure Nine). My methodology generated a range of between 36,350 and 42,156 
additional residents to the study area (for the purpose of this study, I adopted a mid-range 
number of 39,000 additional residents). According to the Midtown in Focus: Final Report, 
“today, the YEC (Yonge-Eglinton Growth Centre) accommodates approximately 19,000 
people and 18,000 workers resulting in over 600 residents and jobs combined per 
hectare” (City of Toronto, 2018). The report continues, stating, “approved and proposed 
developments would add approximately 20,000 to 25,000 additional residents in the YEC 
and over 36,000 additional residents in the overall Secondary Plan area”. Given these 
numbers published by the City, my estimates are reasonable, as many of the 
developments in the area will likely evolve and change as they progress through the 
planning process.  
 
Questionnaire Responses  
 The questionnaires yielded a number of interesting results. Overall, the majority of 
the group expressed that they were concerned with the neighbourhood becoming 
overpopulated with the levels of development currently underway (Figure Ten). In 
addition, the respondents were also largely in agreement that the neighbourhood is 
experiencing too much development. However, the group was not in consensus about 
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whether the neighbourhood was currently overpopulated, with roughly half of the group 
answering they felt the neighbourhood was overcrowded today, while the other half felt 
the opposite. Further details from the examination of different factors extracted from the 
questionnaires are broken down and explained in the following sub-sections.  
 
Transit 
An analysis of the responses from the quantitative section of the questionnaire, 
related to public transit yielded that over 80% of the respondents agreed they felt the 
neighbourhood provides good access to public transit. Similarly, just under 80% of the 
respondents stated they felt the neighbourhood had adequate available public transit. 
While these numbers suggest residents are content with the availability and access to 
public transit in the neighbourhood, many qualitative responses provided a different 
perspective. A number of respondents stated that while there is easy access to the 
subway, they avoid Line 1 during peak hours due to overcrowding. One respondent stated 
she “only used the subway during off hours”, however she is retired and recognized that 
many individuals do not have the luxury to choose when they use transit.  Another 
respondent stated that since she is retired, “she does not take public transit during rush 
hours, but that she is aware that the experience for travelers during those times is 
markedly different”. Another respondent stated he “dreads taking the subway because of 
the inconsistency and lack of reliability of the service”. He also believes he has 
experienced more delayed trips than regular ‘trouble free’ trips using the subway and 
stated he has gradually had to leave earlier in the morning over the years to ensure he 
experiences fewer delays when getting on the subway.  
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This experience was shared by another respondent who explained that prior to 
COVID-19, he took the subway downtown daily for work and found that the majority of 
the time he “ended up waiting several trains to find a space onboard, at which time I was 
crammed in with no space”. One respondent who previously drove to work in the 
downtown core daily, but who is now retired, stated “even if I was still working, from a 
sense of livability perspective it’s better for me to drive rather than take the subway, even 
with the cost associated with parking downtown everyday”. Another respondent stated 
she uses “transit to travel all over the City for work” and that while “north/south 
connections are pretty good, east/west transit is pretty poor”. Although the Crosstown 
LRT will provide better east/west transit connections once completed in 2022, the current 
system of buses “really needs to step up”, as one respondent put it. Another respondent 
stated that she believes “the LRT will exacerbate congestion greatly by feeding more 
commuters onto Line 1” making it more challenging to access transit.  
 
Schools 
 In assessing school capacity, many of the respondents believe there is, or will soon 
be, a shortfall in school capacity. When asked about whether the number of schools in 
the neighbourhood is meeting (or will meet) the population’s needs, over 75% of the 
responses, from the quantitative section of the questionnaire, were in the mid-rank of the 
numeric scale, indicating that many respondents are unsure of the number of schools in 
the area and felt there is currently not enough school capacity.  
Qualitative responses from the first section of the questionnaire coincided with the 
numeric data. One respondent stated “the schools are full and the TDSB (Toronto District 
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School Board) will probably try to redevelop more of them” and that “schools in condos 
are not good schools”. When asked about possible challenges the area may experience 
in the future, one of the respondents stated “I can’t think of a new school or new library 
that has been built since this flurry of development began”, highlighting that educational 
services are not developing at the same pace as the residential development sector in 
the neighbourhood.  
Another respondent stated, “the schools are crowded” and “the fact that the high 
school (Lawrence Park Collegiate Institute) is the only one in Toronto with no air 
conditioning is disappointing”. She went on to say, “there are so many private schools, 
but not all of us have the money or inclination to spend on that”. This comment indicates 
that many of the respondents who ranked the level of available schools as high, may not 
have differentiated between private and public schools. Given the neighbourhood does 
have quite a few private education institutions (Crescent School, Toronto French School 
and St. Clements School to name a few), affluent individuals are provided more options 
and better access to education in the Midtown Toronto Area.  
 
Affordability 
When asked about the affordability of the area, many of the respondents stated 
they felt the area has always been expensive, but that in recent years it has become even 
costlier. Many also expressed concerns about the lack of local affordable options. When 
asked about the demographics of the neighbourhood, in the qualitative section of the 
questionnaire, one of the respondents stated that “as the affordability of the 
neighbourhood continues to decline, I think lower income earners (and even middle-class 
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wage earners) are finding it increasingly difficult to afford to live in the area”. Another 
respondent simply stated “it is ridiculously high and I feel sorry for any young people trying 
to move into the area”, while another stated “the neighbourhood is largely affordable only 
to higher income professionals”. These comments showed that many of the respondents 
felt that the area was only affordable to more affluent individuals, shutting out many lower 
income individuals. Given the neighbourhood has close proximity to the subway and will 
soon have access to the Crosstown LRT, opportunities should be sought to provide 
reasonably priced housing so lower income individuals can reside within the 
neighbourhood as well.  
Many respondents also communicated concerns, in the qualitative section of the 
questionnaire, about the real estate prices in the neighbourhood even though there are a 
number of new residences, ones under construction, and ones proposed. One 
respondent expressed that “real estate prices have increased, and rents have increased 
tied to a shortage of rental buildings and the availability of higher priced rental condos”. 
Another conveyed that there are “not enough condos yet in the neighbourhood and the 
condos proposed don’t meet the needs of people in big houses wanting to downsize 
(those who are house rich, but not wealthy)”. She went on to explain that she “has several 
friends who can’t afford their parent’s house” and “that many older friends don’t want to 
leave the neighbourhood, but all of the condos are one-bedrooms”.  
These comments revealed two issues with the current development in the 
neighbourhood. The first, that the majority of the new developments completed, under 
construction or proposed are touted as “luxury” condos. One respondent, who lives in a 
new development just north of Yonge and Eglinton, noted she pays close to $4,000 a 
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month for her 900 square foot two-bedroom unit. Given the high costs, it is apparent that 
many individuals are unable to afford rents in the neighbourhood. The second issue is 
that the majority of new units in developments are not large in size. Out of the total 19,638 
new units calculated in the neighbourhood, over half of those units are one-bedroom 
units. These units are not only unsuitable to raise a family, but also limit the offerings for 
individuals looking to downsize from a single detached home, semi-detached home or 
townhouse. As expressed by one of the respondents, individuals who desire to stay in the 
neighbourhood and downsize are challenged to find a new home given the lack of two 
and three-bedroom units being constructed.  
At the same time, many of the residents also expressed concern, in the qualitative 
section of the questionnaire, for local businesses due to the affordability of the area. When 
asked about the turnover of small businesses in the neighbourhood and the replacement 
of small stores with chains and big stores, one respondent said “I’m very concerned and 
disheartened” and that “many of the small mom and pop shops in the area have closed 
or are struggling, which is a shame because I’ve actually been able to build relationships 
with the owners”. Another respondent stated that “sections of Yonge Street are falling 
apart” and that “the quality of the retail shops is poor”. She went on to say, “there are 
sections of fast food, vape and weed stores and nothing else”, highlighting that chains 
occupy large stretches of the neighbourhood’s prime retail strips due to the high rent 
costs. Another respondent pointed out that “we are not getting chain stores too much, but 
rather more upscale boutique type stores”. One respondent expressed that turnover “is 
inevitable” and that “rental rates are too high for small businesses”. Another believed that 
“the turnover isn’t bad, it is just sad” and that “some businesses have been very 
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successful in small footprints”, however she went on to say, “the small buildings get taxed 
at ‘potential value’ which is not appropriate”.  
Many of the respondents stated they would prefer to shop and support local, which 
one of the respondents stated she is “still able to do for the most part”. Another respondent 
expressed that she “does not support the big box stores, but rather small retailers on 
Yonge, Bayview and Mount Pleasant”. However, one respondent stated she has found it 
increasingly difficult to support local businesses due to the high turnover, giving the 
example that “there are only two small produce shops that are just north of the Yonge 
and Eglinton intersection, otherwise you’re stuck with the expensive supermarkets”.  
These comments also revealed a number of interesting points. As many of the 
small shops in the neighbourhood continue to struggle and as business turnover is so 
high, the character of the Midtown Toronto neighbourhood continues to be degraded. As 
one respondent expressed, individuals are able to build relationships with small business 
owners in comparison to big box stores where there are many employees.  
Another point highlighted by the responses was the stretches of retail strips 
occupied by fast food businesses and cannabis dispensaries. Many of the respondents 
noted that since the beginning of the pandemic, this issue has been further exacerbated 
with many small shops closing while fast food and cannabis shops continue to thrive. 
While it is important to have businesses occupying retail space, fast food and cannabis 
shops do not contribute to the overall character of the neighbourhood and will likely not 
contribute to foot traffic on the retail strips where individuals may go for a walk and to 
shop. As many respondents stated, they want to support local businesses, but chains that 




An analysis of the responses, from the quantitative section of the questionnaire, 
related to green space yielded that the majority of the respondents felt the neighbourhood 
provides good access to green space. While most residents indicated that they felt the 
neighbourhood provides good access to parks, responses were relatively spread out in 
the upper half of the scale. This likely means individuals felt differently about access 
because of where they were situated in the neighbourhood as a whole. However, in the 
qualitative section of the questionnaire, many of the respondents expressed a concern 
with the level of green space in Midtown Toronto, stating they were primarily concerned 
with the amount of green space around the Yonge and Eglinton intersection. A number 
of respondents expressed that they appreciated the ravines and larger parks near Yonge 
and Lawrence, however they were concerned with the lack of street level green space 
closer to the heart of Yonge and Eglinton. As expressed by one respondent who lives 
near the Yonge and Lawrence intersection, “I feel like in my area there is sufficient green 
space, but maybe towards Yonge and Eglinton there isn’t”. Another respondent who lives 
near the north end of Midtown Toronto also expressed that “because of the ravine network 
there is still adequate green space” and that because “that cannot be developed, the 
importance of that space to the neighbourhood will continue to increase”. 
When asked about the number of green spaces in the neighbourhood, in the 
quantitative section of the questionnaire, the numeric ranking responses became more 
spread out along the scale, with the majority of the responses ranked between three 
(lower) and eight (higher). Responses in the qualitative section of the of the questionnaire 
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expressed similar sentiments, such as, “there will need to be more and better maintained 
space”, “there should be more being developed to accommodate more people moving 
into the neighbourhood”, and “there should be a lot more and what’s there needs 
improvement”. A number of respondents also commented on the importance of protecting 
the green space that exists, with comments such as “I don’t think the ability to replicate 
the amount of green space that existed previously can be achieved” and “the City must 
make sure current green space is protected and more is added whenever possible”. One 
respondent stated the neighbourhood does have a number of green spaces available, 
however “there are not benches to sit on and no green spaces to enjoy and talk privately”, 
signaling the volume of individuals using the green spaces within Midtown Toronto is high. 
One respondent stated she is concerned that in the future “we will just become used to 
more crowding in the spaces that exist”, while another stated “I worry that as people 
continue to want to develop, the importance of the green space will diminish”. One 
respondent also pointed out that “more green space and parks are needed, especially 
with all the research going on as to how important getting outside is”. This corresponds 
with the literature review completed, which expressed the importance of the relationship 
between maintaining physical and mental health and park and green space availability 
(Douglas et al., 2017).  
 
Development Pace 
 When asked about the pace of development, in the quantitative section of the 
questionnaire, over 50% of the respondents answered that they felt the neighbourhood is 
experiencing too much development. As succinctly stated by one of the interviewees, in 
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the qualitative section of the questionnaire, “the ongoing development is too much, too 
close together” and “we need more time to absorb developments into the community”. 
She went on to say, “I think the rate of development has been excessive and the 
neighbourhood has not had an opportunity to absorb development as it happens”. This 
was echoed by another respondent who stated that there needs to be “limits on 
development at one time”. Another respondent agreed, stating “I don’t believe that the 
infrastructure can support the number of people”, while another said “there are buildings 
going up on every street, every corner” and that “schools will become crowded and traffic 
will increase” subsequently.  
When asked if they believed whether the build out of infrastructure and community 
services would catch up to meet the increased demand, most were concerned about the 
well-being of the neighbourhood in the long run. As one respondent put it, “every viable 
location has been developed, is being developed or is planned for future development” 
and that “the implications of this don’t bode well for the neighbourhood”. Another 
respondent also agreed saying “it would be almost impossible for services and 
infrastructure to meet the pace of residential development”, describing the neighbourhood 
as becoming over developed. Another respondent expressed concern that the 
neighbourhood “is being setup for exponential growth because it is effectively a transit 
hub” and said she was worried that infrastructure and service might never have a chance 
to catch up.  
Overall, both the quantitative and qualitative responses revealed that the majority 
of the respondents are concerned with the level of development, pace of development 
and ability for services to catch up. As one respondent voiced “there aren’t enough 
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schools, green space, or single-family homes”, and that “the feeling of community is 
diminished and the changing retail landscape is not what is was prior to the development 
with the closure of small independent retail”. Clearly stated by another respondent 
“accommodation for green space and services will be a careful balancing act” as the 
neighbourhood continues to experience development pressures for years to come.  
 
Key Findings 
 The results from the review of public policy indicate that the substantial change in 
policy from the first post amalgamation Official Plan in 2002 has “focused on 
accommodating intensification and higher-density mixed uses in a more compact form” 
in the Midtown Toronto area (City of Toronto, 2016). The decision of the Ontario Municipal 
Board (OMB) on Minto Midtown served as the precedent for the high-density residential 
development growth that followed and paved the way for the significant level of 
development in the Midtown Toronto area today.  
 In addition, while the City has studied the Midtown neighbourhood through the 
“Midtown in Focus” and “Eglinton Connects Study”, both pieces of City literature highlight 
key issues the neighbourhood is facing, and will continue to face, as the pace of 
development increases. The Midtown in Focus study identifies the large apartment towers 
built in the post-World War II years and the open green spaces located throughout the 
area as unique features that make the area attractive to residents. However, the study 
also highlights that these features continue to disappear as redevelopment and infill takes 
place, removing the unique and attractive characteristics of the Midtown Toronto area. 
The Eglinton Connects Study identifies “a transition of height and/or built form to the 
Yonge Eglinton Centre” as a key opportunity, however the current and planned built form 
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drastically changes from low-rise to high-rise buildings to the east and west of the Midtown 
Toronto neighbourhood. The study also recognizes the need for cycling infrastructure 
along Eglinton Avenue to promote active transportation. However, the study designates 
the location with “potential bike infrastructure” rather than “proposed bike lanes”. The 
study also highlights the Yonge and Eglinton intersection as the busiest intersection along 
Eglinton Avenue, however no consideration is given to ensuring better walkability or 
mobility at this key intersection. These pieces of literature provide strong aspirations for 
how the neighbourhood should develop, however the policies and actions required to 
achieve these objectives have not been fully applied. 
 A review of current development applications listed on the City of Toronto Active 
Development Projects application site, indicates that over 19,000 residential units will be 
introduced to the neighbourhood in the near future. Based on these unit values, an 
estimated 39,000 additional residents are expected to reside in the study area. Given the 
significant population increase and the added pressure the area will face, it is key to 
ensure the sense of livability for residents in the area is not diminished.  
 The responses provided by the questionnaires indicate that the majority of the 
respondents were concerned that the current levels of development would result in an 
overpopulated neighbourhood. In some instances, responses in the quantitative section 
differed from the qualitative section of the questionnaire. For example, a respondent may 
have noted that there is adequate transportation in the quantitative section, but detailed 
issues with transit during peak periods in the qualitative section.    
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DISCUSSION 
Population & Policy 
Midtown Toronto is being over-developed. According to the Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe, Yonge and Eglinton is identified as an Urban Growth Centre. 
The Growth Plan states “urban growth centres will be planned to achieve, by 2031 or 
earlier, a minimum density target of 400 residents and jobs combined per hectare for each 
of the urban growth centres in the City of Toronto” (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs 
and Housing, 2017). As stated previously, the Midtown in Focus: Final Report states, 
“today, the YEC (Yonge-Eglinton Growth Centre) accommodates approximately 19,000 
people and 18,000 workers resulting in over 600 residents and jobs combined per 
hectare” (City of Toronto, 2018). Given that the residential population and workforce in 
the area is currently over 600 residents and jobs combined per hectare, Yonge and 
Eglinton has already well surpassed the minimum density target stipulated by the 
Province. The Midtown in Focus: Final Report furthermore states that “the YEC exceeded 
the minimum density target prior to the Growth Plan coming into effect in 2006”. If the 
developments currently active in the City planning process are built and 39,000 new 
residents move into the area, along with additional retail and office jobs, it is likely that 
Midtown Toronto will reach or even surpass double the Province’s minimum density 
target.  
 
School & Childcare Services Capacity 
 According to a “Midtown – Community Services and Facilities Strategy” report 
published in 2018, the Toronto District School Board (TDSB) has projected a “shortage 
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of 800 elementary pupil spaces over the long term and has advised that a new elementary 
school, or schools will be required to accommodate the estimated growth in Midtown” 
(City of Toronto, 2018). In a letter sent to the City during the Yonge-Eglinton Secondary 
Plan revision process an Executive Officer of the TDSB stated, “there is a critical shortage 
of capacity in local elementary schools to accommodate an increased enrollment of 
students” and “elementary schools in the area are already operating at or over capacity” 
(Toronto District School Board, 2018). In fact, Toronto District School Board signs have 
already been put up to warn incoming condo residents that they may not be able to 
accommodate their children due to “residential growth” (Mok, 2018).  
At the same time, Toronto Children’s Services (TCS) also completed an 
assessment of Midtown’s capacity and stated “there is existing capacity to serve 
approximately 50% of the population from 0-4 years but ongoing intensification and 
demographic trends will require additional spaces to be provided, particularly for infants 
and toddlers, to keep pace with growth”. Based on future projects TCS stated “it is 
estimated that between 930 and 1,390 new licensed child care spaces will be required to 
meet growth demands through to 2041” and that “based on a 62-space model, an 
additional 16 to 23 new facilities will be required over the next 25 years”, however there 
are only “two new child care facilities planned for Midtown” which will only “add 98 new 
licensed spaces to Midtown”. As residential units continue to be smaller due to increased 
land costs in desirable neighbourhoods, of which Midtown Toronto is one, space for 
children’s development is crucial. Given that the majority of funds for these facilities 
typically comes from funding as prescribed by Section 37 of the Planning Act and many 
of the developments in Midtown Toronto have increased height or density, the City must 
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allocate community benefit funds to schools and child care services to support the future 
population of Midtown Toronto.  
Today, the Toronto District School Board is experiencing significant 
accommodation pressures in the Midtown Toronto area. To control overcrowding at these 
schools, the TDSB has approved the redirection of students from new developments in 
the Eglinton Junior Public School attendance boundary to Whitney Junior Public School, 
almost four kilometers away (Toronto Lands Corporation, 2020). In addition, given the 
levels of growth projected within the Midtown Toronto area, it is already anticipated that 
students from new developments will need to be bussed to schools outside the area. To 
deal with these pressures, the Toronto District School Board has been completing ‘The 
Yonge-Eglinton Phase 2 Program Area Review Team (PART)’ since 2019, to find 
potential solutions. However, this review was paused in 2019 due to the changes 
announced by the Province about school class sizes and funding. To date, no new 
information has been posted addressing the concerns surrounding development 
pressures (Toronto District School Board, 2019). As stated in the 2020 Long-Term 
Program and Accommodation Study, a site for a future elementary school in the Yonge 
and Eglinton area is being sought (Toronto District School Board, 2020). However, given 
the rapid development in the Midtown Toronto area, the TDSB will face challenges finding 
a suitable standalone site and will likely have to find space in a proposed development or 
continue to bus students out of the neighbourhood.  
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Infrastructure Capacity  
 The City has also acknowledged a shortage in the infrastructure in Midtown 
Toronto. For decades, Toronto was able to use water and waste infrastructure built to 
support an industrial city, however over the years deindustrialization and the subsequent 
high-rise development boom downtown have used up the remaining excess infrastructure 
capacity. The City is aware that capital upgrades to sewers, watermains and associated 
infrastructure are required both in the near and longer terms. A 2018 Toronto Water 
review of water/waste-water networks in Midtown Toronto identified roughly “$110 million 
in needed upgrades over the next decade” (Lorinc, 2018). Given Toronto already has an 
accumulated state of good repair backlog estimated at $1.473 billion as of 2020, it will be 




 During the consultation period for the “Midtown in Focus” study, residents of 
Midtown Toronto expressed their desire for more parkland. As Midtown Toronto is a well-
established neighbourhood, the ability to locate new park space in the area is extremely 
limited. Given this challenge, the City has proposed only one new park in the area, 
Redpath Park South, which is located at the intersection of Manor Road and Redpath 
Avenue. The Church of Transfiguration currently occupies the property; however, the City 
is in the process of partnering with the Church to absorb this open space into the park 
network. All other financial efforts are being put into park improvement, which will make 
 63 
the parks more appealing, but will not help provide additional parkland for the increased 
population in Midtown Toronto (Peksa, 2018).  
One key site that had great potential was the TTC bus terminal located at the 
intersection of Yonge Street and Duplex Avenue (Metrolinx, 2018). The site sat vacant 
until 2017, when the site became a staging ground for the ongoing construction of the 
Crosstown LRT. In 2022, upon completion of the LRT, the site was going to be vacant 
again, apart from a new entrance to the LRT. The City gave Build Toronto the opportunity 
to decide the future of the remainder of the site. The site, which is large and centrally 
located, had the potential to be a community centerpiece.  
However, as of 2021, the land appears to have been sold to Oxford Properties as 
they have proposed the development of the site, along with the redevelopment of the 
block from Eglinton Avenue to Berwick Avenue, as a 9.2-acre mixed-use development 
dubbed ‘Canada Square’. Upon completion, Canada Square will contain 2 hectares of 
open space, however, this space will be built over top of a TTC bus and subway terminal. 
This would mean the open space is “not so much a park as it is a roof which would mean 
thin soil and small trees” (Bozikovic, 2021). Given the space is also on private property, 
the open space would be privately controlled and managed, meaning the property 
management could decide how the space is used. To date, the proposed development 
has not been approved as the design essentially constitutes a superblock and will 
reshape the Yonge and Eglinton intersection and the Midtown Toronto neighbourhood as 
a whole. In my opinion, the City should advocate for a better designed open space that 
would allow for public programs in the same way Eglinton Park is used. Given the close 
proximity to the subway and LRT, the open space would allow residents of both Midtown 
 64 
Toronto and other parts of the City convenient access, providing desired green space for 
not only local residents, but the City as a whole.  
 
Transit Capacity 
 According to the Toronto Transit Commission (TTC) Board, the Yonge-University 
Line 1 Subway (“Line 1”) is already operating over capacity during peak hours (Toronto 
Transit Commission, 2018). In 2016, all subway stations from Eglinton to Bloor-Yonge 
were operating between 85% to 100% full capacity during the morning rush hour and 
Bloor-Yonge, Wellesley and College station were operating at 100% full capacity. To 
adjust to overcrowding, “much of the growth in demand generated along Yonge corridor 
has been accommodated on the shoulders of the peak hour and the “peak within the AM 
peak period” has spread”. The 2018 report states that “ATC (Automatic Train Control) will 
be fully implemented along the entire Line in late 2019. Once ATC has been fully 
implemented, it is anticipated that Automatic Train Control (ATC) will be fully 
implemented, “providing an additional hourly capacity of about 33,000 passengers per 
hour”. However, as of 2021, the ATC has not yet been fully completed and is now 
anticipated to be completed by September of 2022 (Spurr, 2019). In a 2020 TTC report, 
the TTC stated that “as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, subway ridership decreased 
significantly, which offered a unique opportunity to revise and review the closure 
schedule”, allowing more time for “significant work to be carried out on Line 1 to advance 
the SOGR (State of Good Repair) and the ATC project” (Toronto Transit Commission, 
2020). By September 2022, according to an “Eglinton Crosstown Demand Forecasting 
Report”, published in 2013 by Metrolinx, the Yonge and Eglinton LRT station will see an 
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additional 2,770 passengers per hour during peak periods transfer from the Crosstown 
LRT to the Line 1 subway southbound.  
 The implementation of ATC on Line 1 will alleviate pressure on Line 1 in the short 
term. However, passengers from the Crosstown LRT (the 2,770 passenger estimate has 
likely increased greatly given the estimate was produced in 2013 and the number of 
developments along Eglinton Avenue has greatly increased) and the estimated 39,000 
new residents in Midtown Toronto will exceed the Line 1 capacity increase from ATC 
installation in the longer term. In addition, a portion of the 33,000 additional hourly 
passenger capacity will immediately be used by current Line 1 passengers and the 
completion of the Crosstown LRT in September of 2022 (Bingley, 2020). Given these 
numbers, travel to the downtown core via rapid transit will become less accessible and 
lead to further capacity issues on the subway, not only hurting Midtown Toronto residents, 
but all passengers who rely on the Line 1 subway.  
 
Changes in Midtown Toronto Policy 
As a reaction to the rapid change in Midtown Toronto, the City began studying the 
Midtown Toronto’s public realm in 2013 (City of Toronto Planning Division, 2014), under 
the Midtown in Focus study. The goal of the study was to address improvements to the 
public realm for the Yonge and Eglinton Urban Growth Center and the surrounding 
neighbourhood. At the end of 2015, the first phase of the Midtown in Focus study was 
released, the ‘Open Space and Streetscape Master Plan’ (Toronto Lands Corporation, 
2019).  
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Following the release of the Open Space and Streetscape Master Plan, in 2015, 
City Council directed staff to continue the study to assess the appropriate intensity of 
growth for Midtown Toronto through an integrated planning framework and infrastructure 
growth strategy. This process was coordinated to include the City Planning, Toronto 
Water, Transportation Services, Parks, Forestry and Recreation, Economic 
Development, Social Development and Culture, Finance and Administration and 
Children’s Services departments (City of Toronto Planning Division, 2015). The study was 
also meant to address the need to update the City’s Official Plan and to establish policy 
direction for re-zonings to the City’s Zoning By-Law (Toronto Lands Corporation, 2019).  
In December of 2017, City staff presented the results of the Midtown in Focus study 
and a proposed Secondary Plan to City Council. The Secondary Plan addressed scale, 
form and locations for future growth, appropriate land uses, direction for parks and public 
realm and community services and facilities, the requirements regarding housing in the 
area, transportation and municipal servicing levels and needs and implementation 
directions for the study findings (City of Toronto Planning Division, 2017). City Council 
then directed staff to complete further community consultation and present a final Official 
Plan Amendment to City Council in 2018.  
As requested, City staff presented City Council with an Official Plan Amendment, 
OPA 405. In July of 2018, City Council approved the Official Plan Amendment, which 
included the Yonge and Eglinton Secondary Plan and further amendments to the City 
Official Plan (City of Toronto Planning Division, 2018). OPA 405 addressed the policy 
framework for Midtown Toronto, which had not been updated since 2002, and the rapid 
growth and intensification underway in the area. The goal of OPA 405 was to “ensure that 
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growth positively contributes to the vitality and quality of life in one of Toronto’s most 
dynamic neighbourhoods” (Toronto Lands Corporation, 2019). In August of 2018, OPA 
405 was submitted to the Minister for approval, as required under the Planning Act.  
In June of 2019, the Province of Ontario amended the City’s Midtown in Focus 
study to increase the supply and mix of housing near transit (Pagliaro, 2019). The decision 
to modify the Midtown in Focus study was stated as a requirement to bring the study and 
OPA 405 into alignment with Bill 108, the More Homes, More Choice Act, which was 
introduced in May of 2019 (City of Toronto Planning Division, 2019). In total, the Minister 
made 194 modifications to the OPA 405. The main changes stripped the study of strongly 
worded language setting out that development should not outpace infrastructure, while 
subsequently allowing taller and denser development than outlined in the study. The 
Midtown in Focus study stated, “development will not be permitted to outpace the 
provision of infrastructure, and will not proceed until such a time as the necessary 
infrastructure to support development is provided”, however, the Official Plan Amendment 
(OPA 405), states that “planning for infrastructure will occur in an integrated manner”, 
removing the requirement for necessary infrastructure to be available at the time (City of 
Toronto, 2014). Additional changes between the Midtown in Focus study and OPA 405 
loosened requirements around sunlight, shadowing, and building setbacks, all of which 
had been consulted on during the review process for the Midtown in Focus study. Many 
of the building heights within the Midtown in Focus study area were also greatly increased, 
with some permitted heights now double what was permitted under the original study 
(Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2019).  
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During the Midtown in Focus study process, the Midtown Toronto area was found 
to be lacking necessary park capacity, the Yonge line one subway was found to be over 
capacity, in consultation with the Toronto District School Board it was recognized that 
schools were already at capacity, and the infrastructure levels in the area were identified 
to be insufficient to support the projected growth (City of Toronto Planning Division, 2019). 
The process for Midtown in Focus included multiple studies, extensive consultation and 
cost millions of dollars. (Johnson, 2019).   
While it is important to accommodate growth within the urban boundaries, it 
appears that these changes were implemented without due consideration for the research 
and analysis that went into the Midtown in Focus study. These drastic changes to 
guidelines that were implemented after extensive community consultation may cause 
serious issues for the Midtown Toronto neighbourhood now and in the future. As 
determined under the Analysis section, Midtown Toronto is estimated to grow by 
approximately 39,000 residents in the coming years, based on current development 
proposals. Given the provincial changes to the Midtown in Focus study, it is highly 
possible that these numbers are an underestimation and that they will grow in the future 
as developers revise their proposals.  
 
Livability 
 As urban density increases, maintaining a good sense of livability becomes a 
greater challenge. Increased density can reduce city sprawl, make transit more viable, 
and help create vibrant, walkable communities, all of which contribute to a better sense 
of livability for urban residents. However, when neighbourhoods become too dense, social 
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spaces, health services, transit services, schools, green spaces and parkland become 
overtaxed, leading to a reduced sense of livability for local residents. As previously stated, 
the 1987 Brundtland Report describes livability as “the ability for a community to meet the 
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs”, a description that is fitting when describing livability in Midtown Toronto. 
Based off the literature reviewed, I adopted seven factors on which to focus in assessing 
the sense of livability for individuals in the area; the neighbourhood as a whole, 
transportation options and availability, entertainment options, service and amenities 
options and accessibility, access to green space, access to and options for housing and 
education opportunities. 
 In assessing these seven criteria, it is apparent that there is a general consensus 
among the Midtown Toronto residents included within this study that the area is being 
overdeveloped and that the sense of livability is being negatively impacted. As more 
residents continue to move into Midtown Toronto, the increased density and population 
will lead to a further reduction in livability as the area becomes increasingly crowded and 
services bear a greater burden. At this time, significant consideration must be given to 
the future plans for the neighbourhood and its infrastructure to ensure Midtown Toronto 
is able to serve as a neighbourhood capable of providing a high sense of livability for its 
residents.  
 
Smart Growth in Midtown Toronto 
The principle of “accommodating intensification and higher-density mixed uses in 
a more compact built form” is the correct one for the Midtown Area, but implementation 
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requires a staged, well-thought through plan to ensure the growth is in conformity with 
smart growth doctrines. Currently, Midtown Toronto’s development is not in conformity 
with all of smart growth’s principles - specifically principles (3), (5), (6) and (8). As 
described in the Literature Review chapter, these principles are;  (3) creating a range of 
housing options to fit residents of all ages and incomes, (5) building attractive distinct 
communities with unique public art, architectural design and inclusion of  historic heritage 
structures, (6) preservation of open space and unique natural features to promote 
biodiversity and ecological conservation, (8) providing a variety of options for 
transportation such as public transportation, biking infrastructure and plentiful space for  
walking, At this time, the predominate development form is high-rise condos, as opposed 
to a “broad range of housing options” as espoused by smart growth principles. In addition, 
many of the heritage features and unique structures of the area have been destroyed to 
make room for new development and the area is losing many of its “distinct” 
characteristics as the move to ‘modern’ dominates the new developments. In order to 
accommodate the new growth in the area, many of the developments are infill 
developments that are replacing large green open spaces on condo properties, removing 
crucial green space needed to support the population. Finally, the area does not have the 
necessary public transportation infrastructure or biking infrastructure to allow residents to 
travel without using a personal automobile.  
 
Key Findings 
 The review of services in the Midtown Toronto area indicates that the level of 
development is outpacing the implementation of services. The Midtown in Focus study 
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states that that the residential population and workforce in the area has well surpassed 
the minimum density target stipulated by the Province in the Growth Plan (City of Toronto, 
2018). Given the estimated population increase of an estimated 39,000 new residents, it 
is likely the population will reach or even surpass double the Province’s minimum density 
target.  
The Toronto District School Board has highlighted a critical shortage in school 
capacity and has begun warning incoming condo residents they may be unable to 
accommodate new children due to the residential growth. This issue is echoed by Toronto 
Children’s Services, who stated that an additional 16 to 23 new facilities will be required 
to meet the population growth demands through to 2041 (City of Toronto, 2018).  
The City has also recognized a shortage in the physical infrastructure in Midtown 
Toronto. Roughly $110 million in needed upgrades are required over the next decade to 
support the projected population (Lorinc, 2018). The City also identified that residents of 
Midtown Toronto desire more parkland. However, current plans only identify one new 
park in the area while all other financial efforts will be put into park improvements (Peksa, 
2018).  
The Toronto Transit Commission (TTC) has found the Line 1 Subway is already 
operating over capacity during peak hours. While Automatic Train Control on Line 1 is 
scheduled to be completed in September of 2022, the additional hourly capacity will 
largely be filled by the projected population for the Midtown Toronto area and the 
introduction of roughly 3,000 passengers per hour transferring from the Crosstown LRT, 
leaving little of the additional capacity for riders in other areas along Line 1 (Toronto 
Transit Commission, 2020) (Metrolinx, 2013).  
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Changes in policy from the studies completed by the City of Toronto from 2013 to-
date, and the then-modified policies introduced by the Province under Bill 108, will see 
significant growth in the Midtown Toronto area. Under OPA 405, the City explicitly stated, 
“development will not be permitted to outpace the provision of infrastructure”, however 
the Province removed this strongly worded language, permitting development at an 
expedited pace.  
If the goal for livability is to “meet the needs of the present without compromising 
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (Brundtland Report, 1987), the 
responses to the questionnaire indicate that residents believe the sense of livability is 
being negatively impacted. Additionally, Midtown Toronto’s development is not in 
conformity with all of the principles of smart growth, suggesting that implementation of 
these principles needs to be reviewed in the neighbourhood.   
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CONCLUSION  
Summary of Research 
Midtown Toronto will continue to be in a state of flux for years to come as new 
proposals and developments arise in the area. As the most densely populated Urban 
Growth Centre in the Greater Golden Horseshoe region, currently approved and 
proposed developments threaten to more than double the residential population. 
This study has identified that the sectors involved in providing the community 
services and facilities necessary to support the growth in Midtown Toronto are severely 
strained and threaten to become more so as the pace of growth continues. Indications 
are that schools, childcare facilities and community centres will be unable to 
accommodate the forecast growth in the area. The ability to develop additional green 
space and parkland in the neighbourhood is extremely limited. Many transit services in 
the area are currently at capacity, and while the Crosstown LRT will bring additional transit 
capacity, its completion is not scheduled until September 2022. As well, the Crosstown 
LRT will bring additional passenger usage to Line 1, which already faces crowding and 
capacity issues. The Midtown area is also faced with ageing municipal services, including 
sewers and watermains, which require substantial upgrades in the near and longer terms. 
The character and livability of Midtown Toronto is currently under threat. Residents 
in the area expressed concern about the long-term well-being of the neighbourhood and 
about the deteriorating sense of livability they are experiencing. While the Midtown in 
Focus Plan is intended to guide intensification and prioritize infrastructure improvements 
in the area, such as “a connected network of parks and open spaces, improved attractive 
transportation options, expanding school and child care capacity and vibrant local 
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employment and retail sectors”, there are considerable hurdles that must be overcome to 
achieve those goals (City of Toronto, 2018).  
As stated in the Discussion Chapter, residents expressed that they perceive that 
the level of development within the Midtown neighbourhood is negatively impacting their 
livability. This was ascertained by focusing on seven factors intended to capture the 
varied prevailing factors that contribute to livability as discussed in the Literature Review: 
the neighbourhood as a whole, transportation options and availability, entertainment 
options, service and amenities options and accessibility, access to green space, access 
to and options for housing and education opportunities. By splitting the questionnaire into 
two sections, the ordinal ranking section allowed me to quantitatively analyze residents’ 
responses to each topic and, through the written section, I was able to gain further insight 
on respondents’ personal experiences and viewpoints on each topic.  
The stated vision of the City is for Midtown Toronto to function as a complete, 
livable, mixed-use community. This vision is consistent with the principles of smart growth 
and Midtown Toronto and the surrounding region would thrive if that vision were achieved. 
While the Midtown in Focus Plan articulates many positive directives to realize that goal, 
the rate of development must be decelerated in order for planning and infrastructure 
initiatives to catch up. At this time, it is uncertain whether the City will curtail the number 
of approvals it grants for new projects in the area, but with so much development already 
in progress, it may already be too little too late for the neighbourhood. 
Smart growth’s objective is to accommodate ongoing population growth in a way 
that protects the environment, provides more options to residents and produces a high 
sense of livability for residents (Marlow, 2018). However, if smart growth principles are 
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implemented without the adequate growth in infrastructure, amenities and green space, 
the character of a neighbourhood can be compromised, and residents can experience a 
reduced sense of livability. It is important to ensure sustainable urban environments for 
the future, but not at the cost of livability for residents. The Midtown Toronto area has 
experienced immense growth and will continue to experience changes for years to come 
as new development continues. As this study demonstrates, it is important for smart 
growth to be implemented in a well-planned, orderly manner in order for changes to be 
absorbed by a neighbourhood. For residents of Midtown Toronto, the development pace 
has reached a level that threatens experienced livability and the character of the 
neighbourhood. If the goal is “to meet needs of the community in the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”, Midtown Toronto 
is failing to ensure a high sense of livability for its current and future residents. The 
experience of the Midtown neighbourhood has applicability to all neighbourhoods across 
Canada where smart growth policies are being adopted.  
While it is impossible to quantify the level at which growth stops being ‘smart’ and 
instead leads to negative effects on residents’ livability, it is clear from this study that 
growth can no longer be considered smart when development is allowed to run unfettered 
without ensuring the commensurate growth in local services, infrastructure and public 
spaces. Without adherence to all ten of the smart growth principles, densification and 




There are some key initiatives that could be implemented in the area to mitigate 
some of negatives that have resulted from development. A focus on fostering a more 
walkable neighbourhood, which encourages active transportation, could be facilitated by 
such means as a Pedestrian Priority Phase crossing at Yonge and Eglinton and the 
inclusion of designated bike lanes (especially as Eglinton Avenue will require extensive 
roadwork following completion of the Crosstown LRT). As well, requiring greater setbacks 
and sizeable open spaces on new developments would make walking more attractive and 
add to the area’s green space. The City should also push for new development that will 
fill the missing gap in the current housing market, such as including additional affordable 
rental housing in new developments, requiring a larger percentage of new units be two 
and three-bedroom units for families and those looking to downsize from a detached, 
semi-detached or townhouse home, and diversifying the built form to include new 
developments that are not all high-rise towers. These initiatives should all help move the 
neighbourhood in a better direction and ensure livability is not negatively affected.  
 
Limitations 
 My plan for this study was to connect with more residents in the Midtown Toronto 
neighbourhood, however, due to COVID-19 I was challenged to find potential participants. 
As a resident of the area, I employed personal connections to try to reach a broader group 
however, a greater number of participants would have strengthened the findings of this 
study. As many of the individuals who participated in this study were personal 
connections, it is also important to note that many of these individuals may have shared 
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similar perspectives. As well, given the small number of respondents for this study, these 
views may not be representative of the views of the Midtown Toronto neighbourhood as 
a whole.  
 In addition, I had originally planned to complete interviews with questionnaire 
participants to gain further information. Due to COVID-19, these interviews would have 
been completed virtually. From initial discussions with participants, I received feedback 
that the participants would rather complete a questionnaire in order to have time to reflect 
on each question and complete the questionnaire at their own convenience. People 
expressed that they were inundated by phone and Zoom calls and would prefer to 
proceed via questionnaires. 
 COVID-19 influenced how I was able to communicate with individuals, and also 
affected how many individuals I was able to approach for the study. In the absence of 
COVID-19, I would have reached out to more residents of the Midtown Toronto area, 
which would have strengthened the findings of this study. I would have contacted 
Resident Associations, Community Groups and Neighbourhood Groups in order to recruit 
more participants, thereby ensuring a larger representation sample and stronger support 
for the findings.  As well, I would have conducted interviews with participants and key 
members of each group/association. These efforts would have strengthened the reliability 
of the findings regarding the subjective livability research goal of this study.  
 Finally, it is important to note that certain factors of livability can’t always be scaled 
up as some indicators are not applicable beyond the community level. For example, 
‘walkability’ can only be measured on a local scale, not at a regional scale. Further studies 
can be completed to assess livability throughout Toronto and different Canadian cities, 
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but consideration must be given to the size of the study area and how the factors are 








FIGURE TWO: TREE CANOPY AROUND YONGE & EGLINTON 
 
  
Figure 2.3: Existing Tree Canopy 
of Midtown in Focus Study 
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FIGURE THREE: PARK SPACE AROUND YONGE & EGLINTON 
 
  
Figure 2.7: Existing Public Parks 
of Midtown in Focus Study 
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FIGURE FOUR: PARK SPACE DISTANCE AROUND YONGE & EGLINTON 
 
  
Figure 2.9: Public parks within a 15 minute 
walking radius of Midtown in Focus Study 
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FIGURE FIVE: EGLINTON CONNECTS SEGMENTS 
 
   
Map 5-1: Segments Used for 
Analysis of Eglinton Connects 
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FIGURE SIX: EGLINTON CONNECTS PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS 
 
  
Map 10-2: Pedestrian Crossing 
Volumes of Eglinton Connects 
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FIGURE SEVEN: MAPPED DEVELOPMENTS 
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RANKING (1 = LOW, 10 = HIGH)
(3) DO YOU FEEL THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PROVIDES GOOD ACCESS TO GREEN
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RANKING (1 = LOW, 10 = HIGH)
(9) DO YOU FEEL THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PROVIDES EASY ACCESS TO
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RANKING (1 = LOW, 10 = HIGH)
(13) DO YOU THINK THERE IS AN ADEQUATE VARIETY OF HOUSING FORMS IN
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RANKING (1= LOW, 10 = HIGH)
(16) DO YOU FEEL THE NEIGHBOURHOOD IS BECOMING OVERPOPULATED
WITH THE LEVELS OF DEVELOPMENT CURRENTLY UNDERWAY?
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Appendix A: Questionnaire Script 
QUESTIONNAIRE – LIVABILITY IN MIDTOWN TORONTO 
Connor Rudka – (connor0732@rogers.com) 
Master of Arts (MA) in Urban Planning, University of Waterloo 
 
Please return to crudka@uwaterloo.ca 
 
 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. I am currently enrolled in 
the final term of the two-year Master in Urban Planning program at the University of 
Waterloo, working on the completion of my Thesis. My thesis is centered around the 
livability in an intensifying neighbourhood – specifically as it relates to Midtown Toronto 
(the area emanating from the intersection of Yonge and Eglinton). Please feel free to 
expand on any questions listed in this questionnaire should you have any additional 









2. What type of dwelling are you in? (ie. house, townhouse, condominium) 
 
 
3. Where did you live previously? (ie. location, condo vs. home, etc.) 
 
 
4. Why did you choose this neighbourhood to live in? 
 
 
5. Where do you work? (ie. location of office, distance from residence) 
 
 




7. Do you have a private automobile?  
 
 
8. Do you bike to travel around the neighbourhood? (please explain why your answer is 
yes or no) 
 
 




10. In the time you’ve resided in the neighbourhood, what are the most pronounced 
changes you’ve seen?  
 
 




12. What are the main things you would like to change in the neighbourhood? 
 
 
13. How has the Crosstown LRT construction impacted you? Do you believe the 
Crosstown LRT will alleviate or exacerbate congestion in the area? 
 
 




15. Have you noticed a change in the demographics of the neighbourhood over the period 
you have lived here? 
 
 
16. What is your view on the affordability of the area? 
 
 




18. What is your view on the ongoing development and construction in the area? 
 
 
19. Do you think there are enough resources (community space, green space, schools, 
transit, etc.) in the area, and if not where do you think the shortages are/will be? 
 
 
20. What do you predict for the future of the neighbourhood? 
 
 
21. What do you think the biggest challenge will be for residents of the neighbourhood?  
 
 
22. Do you think the neighbourhood is good to raise a family in? 
 
 
23. Are you concerned about the business turnover in the area and the replacement of 
small stores with chains/large scale stores? 
 
 
24. Do you believe the area is congested? (ie. population, traffic, etc.) 
 
 
25. Are you concerned about the level of green space in the neighbourhood? (ie. do you 
feel there is enough green space for all residents to enjoy) 
 
 
26. Do you believe the neighbourhood is being overdeveloped? (please briefly explain 




SCALE RANKING QUESTIONS 
 
Please rank the following questions on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being the lowest rank 
(strongly disagree) and 10 being the highest (strongly agree). Please feel free to include 
any comments you may have on each of the questions.  
 




1. Do you feel the neighbourhood provides good access to public transit? 
RANK: 
 
2. Do you feel there is adequate public transit in the neighbourhood?  
RANK:  
 




4. Do you feel there is an adequate supply of green space in the neighbourhood? 
RANK: 
 
5. Do you feel the neighbourhood is safe during the day? 
RANK:  
 
6. Do you feel the neighbourhood is safe during the night? 
RANK: 
 




8. Do you feel the neighbourhood provides a good selection of restaurants/bars?  
RANK: 
 
9. Do you feel the neighbourhood provides easy access to necessary health services?  
RANK:  
 
10. Do you believe the neighbourhood has enough schools? 
RANK:  
 
11. Do you feel the neighbourhood is clean?  
RANK: 
 




13. Do you think there is an adequate variety of housing forms in the neighbourhood? (ie. 
high-rise, mid-rise and low-rise) 
RANK: 
 
14. Do you feel the neighbourhood is experiencing too much development? 
RANK: 
 
15. Do you feel the neighbourhood is overpopulated at the present time? 
RANK: 
 
16. Do you feel the neighbourhood is becoming overpopulated with the levels of 





Should you have any further information you would like to include, please feel free to do 
so. Please return this questionnaire to my email crudka@uwaterloo.ca and do not worry 
about formatting if anything has changed. Thank you for completing this questionnaire. 
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Appendix B: Questionnaire Information Letter 
Dear xxxxxx, 
 
I am reaching out to you as I am currently working on my Master’s Thesis at the 
University of Waterloo in the School of Planning and wanted to inquire if you would be 
willing to complete a questionnaire for my research. The study is titled ‘The 
Manhattanization of Midtown Toronto: A Case Study on the Effect on Livability in an 
Intensifying Neighbourhood’.  
My thesis is centered around the ongoing intensification of the Midtown Toronto 
neighbourhood, the area emanating from the intersection of Yonge and Eglinton in 
Toronto. For many years, the neighbourhood has experienced increased development 
pressures which have led to pressure on local services, infrastructure and public spaces. 
Through questionnaires with local residents, I intend to research and discover how local 
residents’ life have been impacted and what their perspective is on the ongoing 
development and intensification of the neighbourhood. 
The questionnaire is 42 questions long and should take no longer than 30 minutes 
of your time. The questions are focused around such topics as Midtown Toronto as an 
area, transit capacity and experience with transit service, green space availability, 
affordability, the construction of the Crosstown LRT, the level of infrastructure in the area, 
traffic congestion within the area, and livability for residents.  
Participation in this study is voluntary and you may decline participating. Should 
you complete the questionnaire and decide you would like to leave the study, your data 
collected up to that point will be destroyed. You may also decline to answer any 
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question(s) you would prefer not to answer. You can request to have your data removed 
and to leave the study up until April 2021 as it is not possible to withdraw your data once 
my thesis has been submitted.  
Your data and responses will be kept confidential and your identity will remain 
anonymous. Any quotations from your responses will be included anonymously so your 
identity will not be compromised.  
This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through a University 
of Waterloo Research Ethics Committee (ORE# 43080). If you have questions for the 
Committee contact the Office of Research Ethics, at 1-519-888-4567 ext. 36005 or ore-
ceo@uwaterloo.ca.  
Should you have any further questions about the research study, your participation 





University of Waterloo 




Appendix C: Questionnaire Consent Form 
By signing this consent form, you are not waiving your legal rights or releasing the 
investigator(s) or involved institution(s) from their legal and professional responsibilities.  
 
I agree to participate in an interview being conducted by Connor Rudka of the School 
of Planning, University of Waterloo under the supervision of Associate Professor Joe 
Qian. I have had the opportunity to ask questions related to the study and have received 
satisfactory answers to my questions and any additional details. As a participant of this 
study, I understand I will be asked to complete a questionnaire and that I may decline to 
answer any of the questions, as I so choose. I have been informed that participation in 
the study is voluntary and that I can withdraw this consent by informing the researcher.  
 
This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through a University of 
Waterloo Research Ethics Committee (ORE# 43080). If you have questions for the 
Committee contact the Chief Ethics Officer, Office of Research Ethics, at 1-519-888-4567 
ext. 36005 or ore-ceo@uwaterloo.ca.  
 
I understand I may contact Connor Rudka (Student Investigator) at crudka@uwaterloo.ca 
if I have any questions about the research study, my participation and the handling of my 
answers and data.  
 
I agree to have my questionnaire responses recorded:  
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Yes   No  
 
I agree to the use of anonymous quotations in any thesis or publication that comes from 
this research: 
 
Yes   No  
I agree of my own free will to participate in this study: 
Participants Name:  
Participants Signature: 




Appendix D: Appreciation Letter 
Dear xxxxxx, 
 
I would like to thank you for your participation in this study entitled ‘The 
Manhattanization of Midtown Toronto: A Case Study on the Effect on Livability in an 
Intensifying Neighbourhood’. As a reminder, the purpose of this study is to identify if the 
ongoing development in the Midtown Toronto neighbourhood, the area emanating from 
Yonge and Eglinton, has affected the livability for residents of the neighbourhood.  
The data collected during interviews will contribute to a better understanding of the 
effects of the ongoing development and intensification in the Midtown Toronto 
neighbourhood and whether residents have experienced a reduced sense of livability 
subsequently. 
This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through a University 
of Waterloo Research Ethics Committee (ORE# 43080). If you have questions for the 
Committee contact the Office of Research Ethics, at 1-519-888-4567 ext. 36005 or ore-
ceo@uwaterloo.ca.  
Please remember that any data pertaining to you as an individual participant will 
be kept confidential.  Once all the data is collected and analyzed for this project, I plan on 
sharing this information with the research community through seminars, conferences, 
presentations, and journal articles.  If you are interested in receiving more information 
regarding the results of this study, or would like a summary of the results, please provide 
your email address, and when the study is completed, anticipated by April 2021, I will 
send you the information.  Should you have any further questions about the research 
 129 




University of Waterloo 





Appendix E: Respondent Coding 
RESPONDENT CODE AGE GROUP SEX ETHNICITY 
MT-01 50’s Male Caucasian 
MT-02 50’s Female Caucasian 
MT-03 20’s  Female Caucasian 
MT-04 60’s Female Caucasian 
MT-05 60’s Female Caucasian 
MT-06 30’s Male Caucasian 
MT-07 20’s Male Middle Eastern 
MT-08 30’s Male Middle Eastern 
MT-09 60’s Male Caucasian 
MT-10 60’s Female Caucasian 
MT-11 50’s Male Asian 
MT-12 50’s Female Caucasian 
MT-13 40’s Female Caucasian 
MT-14 50’s Male Caucasian  
MT-15 50’s Male Caucasian 
MT-16 50’s Male Caucasian 
MT-17 50’s Female Caucasian 
MT-18 40’s Female Caucasian 
MT-19 30’s Female Caucasian 
MT-20 20’s Female Caucasian 
MT-21 40’s Female South American 
MT-22 50’s Male Caucasian 
MT-23 40’s Female Asian 
 
 
 
 
